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Existing Environmental Conditions

The following descnptmn of the natumi resources of the

“Patomac Subregion is organized in two sections. The

beginning of the chapter provides.an overview of the study
area that examines geclogy. and soils, vegetation and

sensitive areas, habitats of rare, threatened and endangered )
. species, air quality, noise conditions.and the availability of

séwer and water service. The remainder of the chapter

o provides a more detailed descnptxon of the natural resources
- and environmental conditions of the component ‘watersheds,
including portions of Seneca Creek, Muddy Branch, Watts - -
- Branch, Rock Run, and Cabin John Creek. In the Watts

Branch watershed resources are described on the basis of -

- key subwatersheds (1 €., Pmey Branch, Sandy Branch, |

: Greenbmar Branch) - o

Geology and Smls

: ‘I‘h_e' geology ' of the Potoma_c _Subr_egmn strongly -
influences the environmental character of the area. The
< underlying rock formations determine the ~mineral
* composition -of the soil, hielp shape the topography, and -
-, affect the flow of water through the Subrcglon Rock .
. outcroppings of serpenéinite and othér minerals give rise to
- quarry operations, affect the ability to build septic systems,
~ raise the cost of developing in certain areas, and create
" conditions. necessary for the habﬂ:ats of some rare and
- urisual spe::les of plants and animas.

The Potomac Subreglon Iles w:thm _the Pledmont

j:physmgraphm province. The bedrock of the Piedmont .
. province in the Washington Metropolitan Area is composed -
- of metamorphic and igrieous rocks of Pre-Cambrian to early -

Paleozoic age. In part of western Montgomery County,

- these rocks are-overlaid by sedimentary rocks of Triassic -
age and, in scattered areas, upland gravels of more recent
.age overlie the Triassic formations (see- Figure 3),. Seneca.
sandstone, used in early local building projects and quarried

" near Seneca Creek, is part of this Triassic sequcnce of rocks.
‘Some ‘of the “shallow -Triassic -sandstones in westérn

" Montgomery County are important as local aquifers, but are

- not sufficiently developed east of Great Seneca. Crcek to be

: _.1mportant in the Potemac Subreglon

The northeast to. southwest onentatlon of Seneca Creek

._Muddy Branch, Watts Branch, and Cabin John Creek result
" from subsurface faults which parallel the mountains to the

west. The fauits aiso contribute to_ the distinctive Tock
outcrops which are exposed along the Potomac River from
Violettes Lock Road westward. These outcrops of

_serpentinite ard ultramaﬁc rock are 'among the - most

significant geologic features of the Patomac Subregion. A -
large serpentinite formation whichi lies' close beneath the
soil’s surface in the Muddy Branch and Watts Branch

- watersheds is:important both as a commercial mineral
resource and because it results in the presence of an unusuai L

blologlcai commumty

The GrEat Falls of the Potoxha(: are evidence of another

. geologic feature, the fall line. This feature exists where the o
soft-sedimentary rocks of the Coastal Plain have eroded
away to exposc the. harder mcks of the Piedmont pmvmce :

The Potomac. Subregwn mcludes 1arge arcas of thick,
well-drained soils’ generally suitable: for development

- However, '1early one-third of the total area has construction -

limitations due to shallow - bedrock, alluvium {water-

‘deposited soils), steep slopes, and- excessively or poorly .

-drained-soils {M-NCPPC 198G). Areas with construction
- limitations are generaily found ad_]acent to the Potomac

‘River, Seneca Creek, Cabin John Creek, Muddy Branch,
- Watts Branch, and Rock Run; "Thg¢ large  serpentinite

-otiterop whichi is traversed by Piney Meetinghouse Road is
" poorly suited to development due to shallow and poorly
 drained soils (M-NCPPC 1980). ‘These conditions limit the
" feasibility of comstructing septic. tanks, basements, and .
- swimming pools and increase the cost of gradmg and
o mfrastmcture .

The shallow soils feund in some portaons of the

Subregion can significantly influence the amount of water

- ‘available for vegetation growth and siream recharge.
- Shallow soils have limited water storage capacity and may
. become saturated more quickly than deeper soils, reducing
. infiltration of water and increasing nmoff. Theresultscan = -
‘be reduced water available for plam growth (especially - -
‘during droughts), quicker peak flows in streams during and -
after storms, and reduced stream baseflows. These effects
' of shaliow’ soilson both groundwater storage and baseflow - -
" conditions can be seen in the streamflow conditions in the
‘Piney Branch and the Greenbriar Branch, both of which lie
. on top of shallow soils over the serpentme rock outcrop Im

-the Watts Branch Watershed

Generaliy, soils. west -of I- 270 present limitations to -
septic system percolation(see Figure 4). Throughout the

* Subregion, development using individual on-site sewage
- disposal systeris may be constrained due to soils with ahigh
clay-content, shallow bedrock, and a high water table. This. -
Tesults. in lower housing vields than would tie expected if

_conunumty sewer service were avaaiable Espccmlly in’

TOMNCPRC
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Smls wnth Severe Lxm::tatmns for Septlc Systems

| Figure 4
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_ _parts of the Sandy Branch Greenbrlar Bratich; and Pmev
Branch hasins, of the Watis Branch watershed extremely

‘shallow bedrock. lirnits potential for deveiopment with on-
site sewage dlsposal systems.

. :Topegraphy and Slopes

T'he topography of the Potomac Subreglon i§ rolhng to .

~ moderately steep. Vertical elevations within the Subregion
range from approximately 70 feet above mean sea level at

" the mouth of the Cabin John Creek to a high of 460 feet .-
© above mean sea level in zhe headwaters: of Vuddy Branch -

'and Watts Bra.nch

Subregion and generaily bound the steepcr siopes w1thm {he
stream valleys . .

Mineral ReSources

'Quarry products including stone and aggregate, clays,
and shales are the mainstay of mineral resource extraction -
in the Potomac Subregwn (Maryland Office of Planning, .
1997) (see Table 2). These resources are actively mined at
the Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry (Rockville: Crushed

* Stone Quarry Bardon, Inc.); Stoneyhusrst Quaries; Tri-State

Stone and Building: Supply, Inc.; and B. Giancola, Ing, -
Stone - Quarry (see Figure- 3). A'll' these quarries are

* operating at a refatively low: mterzt;lty as they near the end

o Slopes of t_h_e Patomac Subregion” - Tablel =~ of theirreserves ot they reach a point of diminighing returns
o .. 7% due to other limiting factors, as i the case of the Reckvzlle
] Approxmjate Cmshed Stone Quarry descnbed below
Siope- - Percent of Total-
. - Area : ~ The Rockvﬁle Crushed Stone Quarry is by far the Iargest
- operating quany Appw;mnately g5 percent of the rock in
<% - [ 8] the quarry is serpentinite; the remammg 15 percent is.
s i 259 TR composed mainly - of rodingite.  “The quarry began’
i - o _operations in 1958, In 1991, the quarry was estimated to
25 1 7. have a remaining useful life of 25 years (Boschuk et al, -
: i — " 1991)." The three other small quarries. produce bu_ﬂdmg

.The majbrlty of the.Subregion has ﬂat't_o_ moderate
slopes of 0 to 15. percent (see Table 1). Steep slopes-

(greater than 25 percent) in the Subregion occur on the

© - ‘terrain facing the Potomac River and in the stream valleys. -

" The slopes inside the Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry in the -

- Greenbriar Branch watershed (a subwatershed of Watts . .
Branch) are also greater than 25 percent but exist due to’

" quarry activities and are wholly confained within. the
Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry property. Slopes between

15 pergent and 25 percent make up a small proportion of the, _

stone and flagstone. The time fra;ﬁe for closure of these

.quarries cannot be estimated, The mining will continue as
" long as the benefits of the operation. excced the beneﬁts of
o rcclaunmg and developmg the property '

Expansmn of the ROCkViHC Crushed Stcne'Quafr).r'to .

mine. the remamder of the serpentmltc outcrop is limited.

At one tune much of . the mmeral beam iand .

_ surmundmg the Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry was
- -owned by the same mining company. -Over time, this land
“has been soid and new res:denttai corm’numtxes havc been

~ Active Mines and Quarries = Table2
Name of Quarry : :' Size' - | Zosing | Mineérals _E:trai_étgd'_' | Use of Materials -Adja_centLaﬁd Use -
| Rockville Crushed Stone " 3025 | - 12 . -_ﬁHuntmg Hﬂi Cmshed ‘| Road Beds Residential
-'QuanyBardon, Inc B S | Stone _ * 1 Foundation o

i |Stoneyhust | 133 | ‘C1 - |Slate/granite | Building Stone, | Residential/Pire

; g .Quames S ' ' V.. .. . = |Flagstone ' Station/Road -

; | Tri-state Stone & Buudmg 215 | C-1 | Specialty Stone/Shale . | ‘Building Stone,j ‘Residential/Stream -
“Supply, Inc. . A I - " | Flagstone Valley Park
B.Giancola, Inc. Stone |~ 5.5 |- C-1° | MicaSchist - | BuildingStone | Residential/Major
Quarry - bbb " | Highway = .~

1. Size of property containing cutrent.quarry operations.




Significant Forest Blocks .
W9 Subregion Boundary -
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Non-Forest Areas o
S1gmﬁcant Coniferous Forest

Sousee: Tnterpreted from 19931995 Aerial Photographs; BA Engineering, 1997
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' developed such that thls quarry ‘is almost compietely
surrounded by vesidential development. ~ The 245-acre

'_undoveloped site ‘south of the quarry has also- been sold. . |

- This large parcel is crossed by major utility lines, and is

- home to rare plant and animal specxes hmltmg the potentlal E

g for future quarry use.

" Gen-era’l Charaetérist'ics of
Vegetatlon and Sensmve Areas |

R | Forests

The forest areas of the . Potomac Subreglon provide - - .

“valuable natural resource functions, including nateral stream
- water -quality and quantity management and provision of

_ wildlife babitat and recreational oppommmes Most of the - .
o forest resources are deciduous woodlands. Pure coniferous -
- woodland stands within the Subregion are reiatlvely rare,

‘and in many cases have been planted by landowners.

- Stands of mixed deciduous and coniferous trees” may occur
. -in-areas where a young forest is succeeding to a mature .

" deciduous forest or where soil cenditions favor the growth -

_ of coniferous species. Successmnal woodiands oover areas R

: where forest growth i very young

‘blocks have been identified in the Potomac Subregion (M-
" NCPPC 1997b).  Forest interior dwelling species require

large tracts of unfragmented woodland to supply their life

- requisites, and therefore are: vulnerable to:the fragmentauon I
N of woodlaad areas. ' : .

. Dommzmt tree spec1es within the Subrogzon mclude tulrp

.' poplar (LGodendron rulz_p;fem), red oak (Quercus rubra},
'white' oak (Quercus alba), red ‘maple (dcer rubrum),

sycamore {Platanus occidentalis), and eastern red cedar -
(Jumpmw vu‘gmmna) The understory varies from location

. to location; however, the. understory of the' mature stands
o generaﬂy is oper : _

Accordlng 10 Brash or 4l (1980), the tulip poplar forest -

" association is the predominant forest type throughout most

of the Potomac Subregion. This association is characterized

by tutip poplar, red maple, flowering dogwood (Cornus:

- florida), Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus: quinguefolia),
- black gum.(Nvssa sylvatica), white oak, sassafras {Sassafras S

: aib:dum) black chetry (Prunus seroting), wild grape (Vitis

“spp.), mockernut hickory (Carya tomentosa), amowwood

(Viburnum dentatum), and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera

. _,fapomca) ‘Where this association eccurs on or adjacentto .

- 'There are approxmaately 14, 183 acres of forest in the _—
Potomac Subreglon, with 16,171 acres of forest in “the .

~ larger study area (see Table 3) Approxlmately one-third .+
* of the Potomac Subregion is in-one of the four categories

o ‘mentioned above (see F:guze 5 and Table 5)

The 1a.rgest component of the forest is cieoxduous

W woodland, comprising 80 percent of the total woodlands in

_the’ Potomac Subregion and 78. percent- of the total

o woodlands in the study arca (EA 19973,)

. The mz_]onty of Ehe forest fesources w1thm the Potomao_ B
S _Subreg:ton are associated with stream valleys and parks (see

well-drained bottomlands, common assaciates may inchide -

“black locust (Robinia pseudo-acacia) and musclewoed
' (Cmpmus carolinianaj; in other areas, common associates

“may include hickories {Carya spp.) and American beech
.+ (Fagus americana) (Brush er al., 1980). Common upland -
© . associates also include various oaks (Quercus spp) -and
L oecasmnally mountain laurel (Kalmm Iarzfoha)

Bottomlands of the upper mainstems and tributanos of

- Watts Branch, Rock Rup, and Cabin John Creek are
- dominated - by the sycamore-green  ash-box eldersilver
" Maple forest association. (Characteristic species of this
- forest association. include sycamore, green ash (Fraxinus
: pennsylvamca}, box elder {Acer negundo), silver meple

. (Acer succharinum), flowexing dogwood, wild grape, red

“Table 4). Steep slopes and wet soils have Timited logging of

. - stream valley forests; and current development guidelines -
ke these areds a priority. for retaining or replantmg trees.

- The forest cover within the floodplains of major streams and

. along the Potomac River is fragmented in places by utility, O
" sewer line, and road crossings. Despite this ﬁ‘agmentatlon, '

- tracts of mature woodland . ("significant forest blocks™)

"potentlally large enough to support forest interior dwelling -
~ bird species -are present -in the. strearn valléys of the .
. Subregion. Approximately 7,174 acres of significant fores_t_ o

2'l’hu.*s. class:ﬁcation is composed of two _
subciasses 1) mature deciduous trees with occasional.
© coniferous trees inter-mixed with the other tree speczes,
- .and 2) older successional areas where: dec;duous trees are
~ -overtaking and shadmg out the conifer component but.
: the comfcrs are still evident in the sub canopy

‘maple, white oak, Virginia creeper, poison ivy (Rhus

radzcans), spicebush (Lindera benzoin), mlip poplar, black

. walnut (Juglans nigray, slippery elm (Ulmus rubra), and

- Branch as well as the lower portions of Seneca Creek, Watts. .

.B;rch—Sycamore assocmnon

- white ash (Fraxmus amencana) (Brush el al,, 1980).-

Bottomlands along the Potomac Rlvcr -and Muddy.

‘Branch, Rock Run and Cabin John Creek feature the River
Species included in- this

. ‘association are river birch - (Bemla mgra) sycamore,

- glippery elm, green ash, spicebush, poison ivy, red maple,

' Virginia creeper, greenbriars (Smilax. spp.), Japanese -

i . honeysuckle, arowwood, talip poplar, and black gum.

© The ‘Chestmut..Oak-Post- Oak-Blackjack Oak forest

. associadon occurs in the vicinity of the serpentine soil .
. formation just south of the Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry
:(Brush et al, 1980) Species characteristic. of this forest .
j assoc:atlon mclode chestnut oak {Quercus prmus) post.oak

10
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Parkland Natural Resources, and Agnculture by Watershed“)

. Table 3
-Wstei‘shed “Parkland® " Sensitive A_reas.‘”- 'Forest(“} : .Agriculmre‘s’
. .. ot | T et o
Agtes Acres [ Acres ' | water- | Acres | water-
' © | shed shed
Potomac River‘”‘_.: '_"3_,394._ A TS :3,1:'7.3;:3,39_4._
'Pptotinlac'th_l-egio_n'_ .'-3-3_9.,987. '6,.745.. ..1{),38.0;152,614 .....
without River S o ST
B 'Lc_}wer Se‘rie'ca "-'5,7_7:6_- ) L1493 '.1,51-'0-'11,:7;'}_7 :
| Rock Run _ 3210 273:_
‘Direct Tributaries §. 5283 197
_ Cabin J'ohn'.Creek.-_ﬁ _. 7654 | 1_,530:_ _
* Muddy Branch . | 1w | ' _:1_;§1§;'1:,927_:
" Watts Branch - 1{)-,3_3_‘2.' 680 _ -2;51-0;2,'8_
”.:H#a_dwa:tgrs - |
K CabmJohnCneek 1 -:_-.'4',133__ 199
MuddyBranch | 489 | 167
WaztsBranch E 3961 | "_2'71:
BONE ‘Parklind, sensitive areas, forest areas and agncuimral areas overlap s1gn1ﬁcantly (e.g., forestmay be part:ia_ly

'wrshm sensitive areas). The correspondmg acres and percent ﬁgures in each row shouid not be summed as ’thls

ey
e

@
FON

©®
o

" . may result in double counting. -
- GIS coverage of existing Parkland, M~NCPPC 199? e L
~ -Range includes streams, stream buffer area (stream buffer size ranges from a'minimum of EOG feet toa max1mum
© . of 150 feet for Use T streams, depending on adjacent slopes), wetlands (NWI data, DNR guidance maps, riparian
" areas within 15 feet of a stream, and hydric soils), wetland buffers (60 feet. for Piney Branch, 100 feet for
- wetlands.of Specizl State Concem and 25 feet elsewhere), 100-year ﬂoodplam (M-NCPPC and FEMA data), and
. steep slopes (greater. than 25%} per 1997 M-NCPPC Enwmnmentai Guldelmes See Table A-1, Sens:tlve B
“Resources, for more detailed: mfoﬂnamn '
~ GIS coverage of Forest mterpreted fromi 1993~ 1995 aena} photography and M—NCPPC pla.mmetncs EA. 1997
. :.GIS coverage of Undcvekcped Resources mterpretcd from 1943- 1995 aerial photography and M NCPPC
planimetrics; EA 1997. s
. .Area defined by CSPS subwatershed mcludes the Potomac River and zsiands m the rlver See Floure 9 for
" subwatershed bcundaries : . .
' Not Available

1

i
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 Natural Resources and Agriculture in Parkland® . Tabled
 Sensitive Areas® " Forest® '. Agric_u.ii_ﬁ:fe b
 Adesof . - Acres of -_Perc;r?t. Acresof | Acresof - _?e;c;nt' T Acresof ] _Aéres of a3 Pea:;n !
“Resource Resource R 91 " Rescirce CResourge £ 7 . 1 Resburge |- Resource - i
. S o esource § o ‘Resource - ST L Resoures
. oo » L in m . I R L S S -
. Wa;ers?geﬁ o _ Parkland: - Parkland - Wat_ersheq - Parkdand Parklan d ] W.’atc?shed_ ] Parklang Parkland
Potomac River®. | 3178334 | 346 - ;26 | 87 N AR
"{. Potomac Subregion N B o e e SRR EE
O ithont River -16,380:11,614 | 3,959-4,157 13,657 5.239 2086 136
" Lower Seneca 1510-1,707 | - 716779 Y R E R e | s |
. Rock Run 7 | 198204 w7 | 210 6 ] e
| Divect Trivataries . | - 2,1382,195 | 12741, 28{} 2,79 | 1672 245 1
Ccabinson Gk | 176108 | sseen g R O o o
. Muddy Branch - } - 1719-1,927 - 77362 2515 [ 004 281 2
. ‘Watts Branch 25102978 | 852506 3230 | iss | o
g Hm&watérs o
‘CabinJohnCreek |- NA® - |- NA 128 o 0
‘Muddy Branch Na CNA £ 255 o
. Watts Branth NAT NA- 145 568 '_0
'(lj) ) :_'Resources wnhm ex:simg parkland by watershed Sensmve araas fores‘t areas and ac,nculuzral ateas overiap

- :51gmﬂcantly {e.g., forest may be pamai}y thh;n sensmve areas). The correSpondmo acres and percenz ﬁvures 1r
- each row.should not be summed as this may reésult in double counting.

(2): - o Range includes streamns, stream buffer area (buffer size ranges from a minimum of 100 feet to'a maximum of 150

- “feet for Use L streams, depending on ad_pacent slopes), wetlands (NWT data, DNR guidance maps, riparian areas -
within 15 feet of a stream,.and hydnc soils), wetland ‘buffers {60 feet for Piney Branch, 100 feet for wetlands of
- Special State Concern and 25 feet elsewhere); 100-year floodplain (M-NCPPC and FEMA data), and steep slopes -
 (greater than 25%}- per 1997 M NCPPC Env:mnmentai Guidehnes See Table A-1, Sensztwe Resources for more |
detalieci mformataon

‘planimetrics, EA 1997,

IR

- 4A3) _GIS coverage of Forest mtérpreted from 1993-1995 aeriat photog:raphy and M NCPPC plannnemcs EA 1997
“(4). GIScoverage of Undeveloped Resou:ces mterpreted from 1993~ 1995 aenaE photography and M NCPPC

K (5) . Area defined by CSPS subw&tershed contammg the Potomac Rlver and 1s]ands in thc rwer See qure 9. for
v . subwatershed boundanes
). . .'Not Avmlabie

» e
©-M-NCPPC
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. (Quercus ste!!ara) black_]ack oak (Quercus marz!and;ca) _. |
chinkapin {Castanea pumila), sassafias, Virginia pine -

(Pinus virginiana), eastern red. cedar, pitch pine (Pmus

rigida), blueberries (Vaccmzum spp. ), mountain’ laurcl and-

] huckiebemes (Gaylussacia s spp )

In several sma]l upland areas 1solated patches of .
© Chestnat Oak adsociation forests oceur. These forests are .
.characterized by chestnut oak along with red maple, white . -
-oak, sassafras, black cherry , black gum, red oak, black cak
(Quercus veluting), pignut® hickory (Carva glabra),
flowering - dogwood, serviceberries (dmielanchier spp.}

- blueberries, mountain laurel, and root sprouts of Amencan '

- chestaut. (Casranea denrata)

'_ ' Wetlands

Based on. hydrlc soil- mdlcators derwsd ﬁ'om fhe Sml i
Survey of Montgomery  County (USDA,. N
' approximately 4,900 acres of wetlands cover 12 percent of
- “the Potomac Subregion (EA 1997a). These figures donot
" include the area of the Potomac River along the sour.h edge '

1995),

_ of the Potomac Subregmn '

The Maryland Non-tidal Wetlands Act. (;1_989)-‘. lists

several wetlands of 'special State concern in the Potomac
*'Subregion area: Great Falis Floodplain, Great Falis Natiral

Heritage Area, and the Violettes Lock Floodplain - (see .

- Forested wetlands are the most common wetland type,

_comprising 28 percent of total wetland acreage (see Table
6). Tree spec;es ty'plcally .occursing in forested wetlands

mc]ude sycamore, green ash, red mapfe and box glder,

 Understory shrubs in the ;orested wetlands may in¢ lude

natives -such as splcebush bIackberry (Rubus- spp, -

_arrowood, musclewood, and non-native species such as o
Japanese. honeysuckle, bamboo (P&yflosrackys sp. ), and

- .multzﬂara TOsE,

Emergent scrub-shrub, and open water wetlands are

dominated by a variety of herbaceous and woody species
© including po:son ivy, various unidentified Carex species,
broom-sedge (dndropogon Virginicus), reed canary grass.

L (Phalaris. arundinaced), soft rush (Juricus effisus), several

- species of goldenrod (Solidago spp.), fice-cutgrass (Leersia
© " oryzoides), cattails (Typha latifolia), field mint (Mentha
.+ arvensis), pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), smartweeds -
(Polygonum spp.), clearweed- (Pilea pum;la) jewelweed

- (Impatiens capensis); asters (Aster spp.), fescue (Festuca

‘Figures 12 and 17 for the location of these wetlands). . - .

. Wetlands may be designated nontidal wetlands of special -
. State concemn if they. provide habitat or-ecologically -
- important buiffers for the habitat of State or federal rare,
© | -threatened, or endangered species, or if they contain unique - -

' orunustial natural cormumities.: Wetlands of special State

~concern are designated by the. Maryland Departme.nt of -
P --Natzml Resources and are hsted n COMAR 26:23.06. 01,

Wetlands n  the Potomac Subregmn can be grouped into
four categanes ‘forested, scrubshruh erdergent, and open

- water, Plant communities occurring in wetlands are usually .
. dominated by species such as skunk cabbage and sycamore -~
- which are adapted to saturated conditions. ‘Wetlands may -~

" also contain species such as tulip poplar, musclewood and
L nmltiflora rose (Rosa mulnﬂom) which typxcally occur in
. drier anv:ronments : o

. arundinacen), several species of Rubus, and larger water— '
_ : starwort (Caffzrrmk:e kea‘erophylla) - -

EA Engineering, Science and Technoiogy, and M-

‘NCPPC evaluated 40 wetland assessment groups® in the six
-major watersheds which comprise the Potomac Subregion
- (Seneca Creek, Maddy Branch, Watts' Branch, Cabin John, -
" ‘Rock Rup; and tributaries draining directly to the Potomac
- River). The wetland assessment group boundaries were .
L '-dcveloped by the M-NCPPC in’ coopefation with the - - -
. Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE).
‘Boundaries were- based upon stream order, hydrologic
conhection, Toad crossings with extensive embankments and
culverts, and significant inflows. from tributary streams.

B "The Appendix - contains a brief déscription of - the -

- - wetlands ‘functionial assessment methodology. .
" additional detaxls see the Potomac Wetlarnid Functional

determination of wetland assessment groups and the
For

" Assessmient. Study, which is 3 separate appendix - .

incorporated by reference mto this. report (EA M-

NCPPC 1997 3]

The ﬁve waﬂand funcnons assessed for the wetland -

| assessment groups .of the Potomac Subreglon éurmg thls'

Wetlands are iocated i the stream - valleys of the o

-”Potoxz_:ac Subregion, within ‘the floodplains, in low-lying .

" areas beyond floodplain beundaries or-at the base of steep
- .slopes.  Groundwater pathways supplying base flow o

streams in the region occasionally exit -from the fioodplain, ~
. - sometimes 4t the base of steep slopes.. These seep areas and
. other depressed areas close to the water table have

- developed hydric soils: that ‘are ‘capable of suppﬂrtmg
hydrophytxc (wetland) vegetatmn '

14

“study were:

. Groundwater D:scharge - areas where ﬂow '

- from the g:mundwater system reaches the surface. "~

This flow’ may eccur in springs or seeps. Springs
- are areas of concentrated ﬂow, seeps are areas of
... saturation.
. Floodflow Attenaatwn e abﬂity of wet}ands to
g hold ﬂcodwaters ' . e »

A wetland assessment group :s a group of wetlands

o wh1ch are hydrok}glcally lm.ked

M-NCPPC
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L L A N L I I A

. Potomac Suhregion'E'nﬁi'onmental Resources -

+  Sediment Retention/Nutrient Removal - .
- ability 'of wetlands to.settle sediments'or take up

- ‘nutrients sech as mtrogen and phosphorus.

_+  Aquatic Habitat — ability of the wetlands to

support plants and animals in the Water.

o Wildlife Habitat — - ability of the wetlzhds to

' .support a vanety of wxldhfe

The foﬂowmg conc]usmns were documented n the.
. Potomdc Wetland Functional Assessmerzt Srudy (M—NCPPC :
' and EA Engmeermg, 199'?) '

. “Park acqmsmon has protected and preservad many

S szgmﬁcant wetlands i the Potomac. Subregmn

. _Instream habﬁat assocmted with the forested,
- scrub-shrub and emergent wetlands is moderately

- to"severely stressed throughout the developed
portions of the Potomac Subregion. Streambavk

o “erosion, downcutung within the channel, tree loss;
extensive deposition and heavy. sediment loads

" Habitats of Rare, Thréatened; and

- Endangered Species and Areas Likely to
. Contain
) 'Communmes

Unusual  Biological

The Potomac River long ‘has- served as 2 migration

corridor for plant and animal species. ‘The steep slopes.

above the river have limited disturbance of these areas, as

- Has ownership by the National Park Service. In addition,. - _
the river itself modifies the climate near its banks. The -

" combination -of 'these -factors has resulted in a high

-concentration of rare, threatened, and endangered species

.. mear the tiver. In particular, Great Falls National Park is -

- home to many RTE (Rare Threatened, and. Endaugered)
sPemes ' : S

The- probabihty of . fmdmg rare, _t&feotened-,_ or

o endangereo species or. nnusuai bxologmai commumities

" were observed during field i mvest:gahons ini these

*areas. This degradation ‘is affecting adjacent

. wetlands and vemal pools by altering the natural -
~hydrologic processes of overbank - flooding, -
groundwater - discharge: to. wetlands, - and

mamtenance of stroam baseﬁow

- .  .The cumulatwe unpacts of sewer lmo nghts 0f-

way, power lines, and road crossings x may present
.2 greater threat to wetlands habitat in the study
area than adjacent fow-density residential Jand use.
---Loss of mature forest canopy, introduction of
.. invasive species, and fragmentation of wetlands
" and riparian ecosystems was docurnented during
the freld: investigations. . Wetlands adjacent to and

. within the sewer tine rights-of-way are fragmented -
‘and often subject to encroachment or disturbance .

by mamtenance or expans:on actlvmos

The State requested that

- functional assessment smudy, as they are for other such
‘studies conducted with State assistance. . The eritéria-for
© designdting “priority. -wetlands” -were developed  in.
‘Gonsultation with the Maryland Deparimient of “the
. - Environment. Priority wetlands are wetlands that receivea
" high composite score for aquatic and- wildlife ‘habitat. -
‘These wetlands support a diverse community of animals and
‘plants and deserve special consideration -in the master
" planning 'process The use of habitat scores as criteria for-
designation is-consistent with: the approach used. in the .
- Countywide Stream Protection Strategy (CSPSYMCDEP, -
© 1997); which ranks streatns accordmg to b1olog1ca1 life and
' mstream habltat _ .

‘increases i wetland areas, in areas with underlying -
 bedrock - types such- as -ultramafic -and diabase. rock

formations, in areas of serpentine soils, and wzth mcroasmg :

-proxnmty to the Potomac River.

Surveys for RTES ‘species -and unusual b;ologlcal S

. communities have been conducted by “the Maryland -

' Department of Natural Resources Heritage and Biodiversity.

~ Conservation Program as well as by the M-NCPPC and
~ consultants under its direction. ‘RTE species found in the

Potomac Subregion include ‘plant, bird, and invertebrate

species (see Table 7 for examples of RTE plant spomes

o founcl it the Suhreglon)

' Descnpttons of wsﬂands characteristics and. funcuons for . o

- -each watershed are presented later in this chapter under the
.. individual watershed sections.
_‘priority. wetlands be désignated as part of this" wetlands’

" Areas with mors &e‘quent occurrences of RTES species

and unusual biological commumities include portions of -

- Seneca Creek: State Park and several Montgomery County +
- parks, as-well as Great Falls National Park, the C&0 Canal - -
‘National Historical Park, and a. largc tract of land in the

| -Greenbnar Branch watershed,

'I‘he Greonbnax Branch sxte sits atop a large serpentmo =

~soil aeposm Serpeutme soils ‘are rich in ‘chromium and:
- magnesium and poor in other essential plant nutrients. The

© vegetation found in serpentine areas is more tolerant of high

- levels of soil magnesium and chrormum than many otaer_ BREEEE
* plants. Such arcas may be dominated by grasses with pines

often’ interspersed (M-NCPPC 1997a). . Selpentme areas .
fprovade habitat for mary plant and animal species listed as

rare, threatened, or endangered. The Greenbriar Branch

. serpentine area not only contains several RTE planr species,

hut also supports. 2 biological commumty -which includes

- . post oak, blackjack ozk, and pltch pme a3 significant

16

" components.

- County.

'I‘hls community . s’ raxe in Montgomery .

. The major stream valleys have many of ‘the attributes-of
the Potomac River: they serve as migration corridors, have

M-NCPPC_



- altered microclimates; and have been protected both by

" ‘topography and by their status as parks. While detailed
.. surveys generally are not conducted- on private lands,
. surveys have been prepared for some County parklands by
the. Maryland Her;iage ‘and Biodiversity Conservation

o Program. These surveys iave identified areas containing . S
' RTE species in Cabin'John Regional Park, Buck Branch -
‘Stream Valley Park, Watts Branch Stream Valley Park,

- Muddy Branch Sizeam Vauey Park, and Blockhouse Pomt
L Conservatlon Park . . R

W1thm Cabm Jahn Regmnal Park, a site north of -
" Tuckerman Lane and west of 1-270, contains four State -

watchlist plant species and at least five plant species rare to

" uncommon in the Cownty. . Two watchlist species were .
- .documented in Buck Branch Stream Valiey Park south of

. ) Bells Mﬂl Road

Surveys of Muddy Branch Stream Vchy ?a.rk Have

© yieldedtwo locations for RTE species: The first site, north - -
o of River Road and south of Esworthy Road, contains at least

. -four watchlist plant species. The second site, just south of
- MD 28, supports two waichlist plants and several other
- species- whzch are rare’to uncommeon in Montgomery -

: County

Rlver 1s hcme te one watchhst cne State threatened, and
" onie-* State endaugamd plant . species,

| ~ forest” prowdes habztat for forest mtenor dwei]mg bird

. specaes

- In- addmon,- .-
E Bleckhause Point’ Park contains one of the- largest B
. undisturbed forest blocks in the Potomac Subsegion. This -

'I‘he survey ef Watts Branch Stream Valiey Park o

i recarded one-watchlist plant speciés south-of Glen Road and

- east of Piney Meeunghouse Road. Additional surveys by
- the M-NCPPC ‘havé added one more watchlist plant species

~ in this same area. ‘I addition, M-NCPPC surveys have
.. found watchlist plant species In two. other areas of Watts:
. ‘Branch Stieam Valley Park, specifically at 2 site north of

. River Road and west of Piney Meatznghouse Road, and at

@ site between the Glen Road bridge over Watts Branch and -

the end of Gregerscm& Road. Both sites also contai other -

plant species. rare or wacommon in: Montgomery Connty..

- Additionally, all three Watts Branch sites serve as habitat -
 for forest interior dw}lmg bird _species, whlch are: of :

' Concemn nauonw:de due to decimmg pﬂpulahons

. Hem]ock (Tsuga mnadenszs) stands are located m.
~ Seneca: Creek State Park near Berryville Road (M—NCPPC

1977).  This community type is rare in the Potomac

_Subregion dueto early loggmg activities and-a general lack'
of micro- cl;mauc condmons necessary for thesa stands t0'

. dev*lop

7.

Potomac 'Subregian Environmetztal Resourcés

Rare, 'I‘hreatened and- Endangered

; Stenanthium gramineum

‘Ruellia strepens. .~ - .

. Scutellavia ovata”

Plant Specles n . Table?
Scmnt}ﬁc Name Common Name
.:_.'.Asclepms verzfcz!a’-ara _ . | Whorled mllkweed '
-Ansaema dracontium - ' "Green drago:x S
s Arzswlocfzw serperzrana - ' Vlrgmla_makgroot o
- 'Aster:shorm _ | '-.SEOI_‘X’S aster .
" Bromus !atzglumzs . Broad-glumed brome
B Carex grayi _ |- Asa Gray’s':se.dg.e '
- Carex. hrrcheockmna " _ Hitcheack’ ssedge i
. Carex shornam - Short’ ssedge
R .:_Cas:anea pumzfa B _Cht_nq_ugp;n :
: : Chamaehrmm Iureum . o ..Dev._ii.’.sf]:_)i_t.'
."'Chfysogonam o : 'Goldén-'knf_’cs '
..wrgmmmm S
.--Clemam vwma o _Le_at_hg_rﬂ;m;ver o
 Cynanchum Iaeve . : -Honey\'/ine""
."_Dzrca pafusms ' _ Leatherwood .
'.':Dodeca!hem meadm o .'...Shoonng—smr
_ Eﬁ_ma nywefga-_ : RE '_Nycteha o
. Erigenia bufbbsa _ _ :'.:Harbmger-ef sprmg
i :_ E’J’::hro.ﬁium.alﬁidﬁm o W]_:ute t__mu_thl_y -
1 '-.-'-Eup';t._to'n‘um. ak:.ss;mum o ’ Talibonesef
Gentianavillosa, . . | ‘Striped geritian-
. Geum vernum ' Spnngavens
' Heuchera pubsicens | Downy heuchera
o :Hibism.{aevis; S Halbcrd leaved rose- .
Hfba&:&m-éa‘ncﬁlor . _ 'GTE'@!’E'WO]Gf
"Kngza dandelwﬂ _ Bt : "Potézn' diﬁ&elioh |
 Liparis loeselii  Loesel stwayblac%e:
o Mattem:a s:rwk:opteras_ 1" Ostrich fern -
- Melica n_z_m;ca o _. .  Namow meilcgrass
E P.R:Ss."ﬂ_.".r‘a_'lé_':ea- . Yellow
: _..Phaééli& purshii 3Mza;r_u mist
) :Pfeléa_frgfo_fiafa - : - Water-ash
" Quercus imbricaria Shingle vak
. Ranuncylus micranthus | Rock crowfaot

- "Rus:hng w1id—p¢mma '
- Heart-leaved skullcap |
Featherbells

“M-NCPPC




g 'Potamac'sﬁbregian Envirenmental Resources

Wildhfe and Fxsh

_ 'I‘here have bee.n few cnmprehenslve wildlife mventones
. conducted in the study area. There are, however, several
- wildlife habltazs and species kniown to-eccur in the study
- area. that-should be noted because they are: declmmg o
E 'regzonaily or they. can have a direct or mdzrect Impact on .
L humans aud zand development ' -

" Numerous ﬁsh surveys have bcen conducted i vanous

;Potomac subwatersheds since the: begmnmg of this century,"

.33A list of the fish species found in Potomac” Subrcglon

sireams as reported it the Counfywide Stream Protection -

-Srraregy is presanted n the Appendlx (see Tabie A 2)

Forest Intermr and Rzpanan Forest
- Habztat

B Forest mtenor dwellmg (FID) spec:es, parucuiarly blrds ) o
' f requ:re large tracts of un&agmented weedland to supply'__' B :

. " damage to farm crops, home landscapes and natural
" vegetation. The County developed and began irgplementing
- @' comprehensive deer management plan in 1995 that
includes - data
. implementation of = management
" population . management
_parkland, housing communities” and large estates, deer
*-populations'in the area are hkciy to cnntmue mcrcasmg for

‘education, - and
options - including
-Given ‘the juxtaposition of -

collection, public

. -some time.

. the study arca. Beaver activities include the <cutting of frees
-and the damming and flooding of small streams, both of -

- - which can affect private and public lands. No studies of
R beaver poputatmns or habltat usage have been undertaken o

Beaver now are present n vmaaiiy al] stream vaﬂeys in

C 'of citizen compiamts mdmate that s:tes oﬁen m coiomzed o

- : _: fora short permd of time, usually severai months fo. a year g

or npa:m (st:emlsxdc) forests that are at least 300 foet mde o

.-~ provide appropriate  FID. ‘habitat -
. throughcut the east and central U. 8. has been fragrmnted by

. Approxtmztg}y 7174 dcres of forest mﬁeno: habitat hiave
" been identified in the' study area,: The Maryland Breeding -
- Bird Atlas (1983-1987) indicates that many of these areas - -

As’ forasted dand

- 'were supporting FID species. In addition to FID species, - )

- undisturbed riparian forests- along the Potomac River andon

'nver Blands cmrently support nestmg Bald Eagles

Grasslami and Edge Habltat

deolmmg regmnally"' ;Specws mclude blneblrds ‘eastern .
- 'meadowlarks, grasshopper sparrows, kestrels. (a sinaxI'f: .
- _faican}, and other grassland or open coumry specialists, .
-~ The edges. where these -fields ‘meet - other  habitats,
~ particularly forest,’ provide zmportant ‘habitat for ofher
- - thcommon species ichuding Balbmcre onoles, and red— '

. .'.tmled ami red- sh@uidexed hawks

Wxidhfe Management Concems

- Wh1te-taﬂed deer beaver, and Canada geese have _
- expanded their range and population - size dramatically -

*. within ‘the study area over the past decade. - - These . three

. species ‘have the potential to have ch:ect or: mdlrect impacis .

‘on hiimass and land development

. Incroased Whate-taﬂed’degr-popukaﬁqﬁs have fesulted in -
- -increased deer impacts including deer-auto collisions and . -

e sn:miar to- tbe Cuuntys deer plan that Wil focus on'
:"hducanon and the use of various management options to /.
" address. impacts ‘ona sate—by—xsﬁe ‘basis:

“Current ©. -
envzmnmentai gmdelmes shauid mmnmze problems w1th o

: _ _pnvate Iandowers

Large mxmbers ofCanada geese have taken up remdence .

i the County over the past decade: These vesldcnt geesedo .

ot migrate but spend the entire year in the area. Geeseare

L 'attracteti to areas of open grass thh ponds or lakes Golf -

... Sourses, parks institational properties and Iarge estafescan . .-
- attract large numbets of geese, resulting in problems suchas:

" interference with activities including golf, pienicking aid

s 'swnmmng,andmwastebmlduponlandareasaadmponds

Axr Quahty

The entlxe Washmgwn Metropohtan Statistlcal A:ea, S
whxch includes all of Montgomery County, falls into the
 “'serighs” ciasslﬁcanﬂnforozone (Jnaverage overthe past -
. 'six’years, the fegion has exceeded acceptable federal limits .
(] 12 parts per milhen, of ozone averaged over one hour) for = _
- ozone six days per year ‘Environmental Protection Agency -

. standards allow regions to exosed acceptable limits only one

day per year. The EPA requires. attainment of the federal .

.. standard by 11999. The Metropolitan' Washington Air.
o Qua.llty Connpnittee is résponsible for preparing the region's

18

| air quality plans and for choosing. the air pollution cottrol
_msasures to be nnpiemcnted by the regmn '

ocal carbon monomde viglations noted in the 1980 alr -

= _quai;ty plan- have been. v1m1aily ehmmated due to cleaner R
burmng fuels. . S -




' "Potemac Subregion_Em'firenmentai'Resoufc‘es :

Operatlens at Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry meet au" §

" quality reqmremeats of the quarry ordmanee

Z_Nmsie

" The noise generated overa 24 hotr period is measured
as Ldn. ‘Lidn, the sound pressure level with a penalty for

- 'mghnme noise, provides a standard to assess the average =
. . noise generated over 2. 24-hour period. Humans experience

~ increased Ieveis of interference with" speech and
- comimunication at an Ldn level be_t_wee_n $5 and 65 dBA".

_ " There are three main sources of muisance noise in the
* Potomac Subregmn

Aucraﬁmreiated Hoise continues t6 be a nuisance \mthm B
- ‘the Potoma¢ Subregion rather than a health problem. The

' majority of planes are from National Airport which use the

There are, however a number of heavily traveled State
kughways and County roads that generate high noise levels

- that will affect exsstmg and futre res1dentxa1 areas.

. Noise contours for all major roads were computer«

. generated using existing levels of traffic (see Figure 6). The

noise. contour map shows areas where the. 60 dBA Ldn

cotitour exterids beyond the road right-of-way and rear yard

- setback for the given zone.” The noise-models available do

©not ai:lequateiy de'sci’ibe the influence of noise bam'iers

Nmse moéelmg hlghhghted areas that have sufﬂc:ent

- 'voiumes of traffic in areas with denser : zonmg that permits
. housing close enough to the road to be affected. Slgmﬁeant _
- impacts could occur for the roadways listed below given the

-aircraft noise along the Potomac

. River, noise from the- operating quarries, and traffic-
- .generated noise along major roadways. ‘Stationary noise .
' _sources are reguiaﬁed d:ﬂerently from moblle source noise. g

number of existing and proposed residential lots within the

- noise impact area. The figures in parenth_éées indicate the.

distance from the road subject to noise above.60 dBA: The -

“distances vary due to changes in trafﬁc le, veiume, and _.

Potomac Riveras a flight path. Recently completed studies -

T bythe Metropolitan Washmgtcm Adzports Authority indicate

that the aircraft-related noise levels are within the.

limitations  set by the Maryland . State = Aviation

'Admmistratmn for Montgomery County..

Continued

advances - in - aviation noise . reduction technology may

evenmaiiy redux:e thls nmsance
' Noxse assocmted wrth the four quames is generaﬂy

" limited fo truek traffic accessing the quasries. Truck traffic
is restricted to certain haul routes to minimize impacts to

_ '-along 'I‘ravxlah Roa:i '

Generai traffie vo!mne is the most prevalent noise source
. due to the distribution of roads throughout the Potorac

- Subregior. . The volumes of traffic that use the Cap:tal

Beltway (1-495) can exceed 200,000 vehicles per-day in - .

-certain stretches along. the. Potomac Subregion boundary.

For those heavily traveled portions of the Capital Beltway -

- (1-495) and 1-270, the 60 d4BA Ldo contour can reach 2700

~feet into Tesidential communities along ‘the southwestern

| ‘boundary of the Potomac Subregion (see Figure 6}, The
. noise barriers that have recently been constructed: along

most of the Capital Beltway (1-495) near residential areas - ..

- residential coramunities: 0ceasmnal “blasting of the rock -
.~ resource is reported to be felt in local homes rather than
. heard. 'The Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry on Travilab
- Road will soon use the new Shady Grove Road south of MD
28 rather than: Travilah Road, reducmg f:he noise xmpact'

o speed

e MD 28 from. Damestewn to Shady Grove Road'
L (108-402 feet) .

Falis Road (108-306 feety

- River Road from Piney-Meetinghouse Road 10

Capital Beltway (1-495) (173-279 feet)

- Democracy Boulevard from I- 2’?0 to’ Falls Ruad
(179200 feer) _
" Tuckerman Lane- from |3 270 to Faﬂs Road (195- .

' .'300 feet)

Water and Sewer Servu:e and |
Capaclty

Commumty sewer service is provided to most -of the_

. southern and eastern portions of the Potomac Subregion®

© -{see Figure 7). This service is prowded wia one of four
- sewer trunk lines: Middy Branch, Watts Branch (including

‘the Piney Branch sewer), Rock Run, and Cabin Johm. These .
trunk lines convey flows. from the Potomac Subregionand

. “other planiting areas south into the Dulles Interceptor. The

. -Dulles Interceptoris a very large trunk sewer that. captures :
~sewage flows from much of Montgomery County and parts -~

- of Loudoun and Fairfax counties in Virginia' and discharges =

‘to the Blue Plains  treatment plant in the District of

. Columbia where much of the region’s wastewater treatiient

._needs are met,

Various regional agreements detail the

 -average and peak flow. lnmts each Junsdwnon is allowed to

have - significantly reduced no:se ievels within- these'

. ::CDIl’iIIILIIllthS

*A measure of decibel ]evels, weighted (usxng “A"
'welghtmg) for. sounds that aﬂ‘ect the human ear. :

| ‘discharge mto this system. .

Detalled mfermatmn on Sewer ae.d water service

' * categoties can be obtained from the Mentgomery County

‘19 -

Department of Environmental Pmtectlon

"M-NCPPC
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Traffic Noise Impact Arcas

se Impact Area (greater than 60 dBA)
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. Sewer Service Areas o7
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. Potomac S’u’hregiqn Environmental Resources -

:_ Community water service is provided. to.'muc_h__o_f the -
Potomac Subregion by a network of water supply linés

maintained by the Washington - 'Suburban Sanitary -

- Commission (WSSC) (see Figure 8). Raw water is-taken -
“from the Potomac River at the water treatment plant located
. on River-Road. WSSC also has a water treatment plant”
lTocated in Laurel, MD, which receives raw water from the
" Rocky Gorge reservoir. Together these two plants supply
-drinking water to the. majonty of Montgomery and Prince
. George ] countles o o

" The c;ty of Rockvﬂle OWRS and operates a ‘water
treatrment facility at the southérm terminus of Sandy Landing

Road. * This plant supplies the drinking water for the

" Rockville: Sanitary District, which includes the: city ‘of
‘Rackville. This plant should continue to serve the needs of
the Rockville Sanitary District for the foreseeable future.
‘The Fairfax County Water Authority also operates raw
- water intakes on the Virginia side of the Potomic at the
' conﬂuence wrth Seneca Creek :

.'For a .dct_a}led_. dksvt_-:ussmn of _water. and sewer i the.

. Potomac Subregion, see the Water and Sewer Status Report -
. ik the Appendv( propared by M»NCPPC WSSC, MCDEP a
- dnd- MCDPS _ .

. .Sewer System Capaclty

Wlthm the Potomiac: Subregwn area, the Muddy Branch

- ‘and Cabin John trunk sewers can be expected to exceed
.+ designed capacities in portions of their length by the year
12010, which is within the lifetime of the upcoming master.
. plan revision. Addmonaily, the WSSC portion of the Watts
_-_Branch trunk sewer downsu'cam of the city of Rockville
may need relief after the year 2020. The actual nmmg and
techniques used to address these sewer ‘capacity concerns
- will be-dependent on. the actions-of the. County Council
‘through the Water-and- Sewer Plan and the WSSC caprsal
' 'unprovement program . '

'I‘he Sandy Branch pl.tmp station is - located in: the
' headwaters of the Sandy Branch waxers_hed and- collects

sewage flow. from the area zoned R-200/TDR-3 on the north

‘and south side of Travilah Road at the intersection with -
- Dufief Mill Road. . This pumping station, and the Rich
‘Branch trunk sewer to which it féeds, is -approaching -
capacity. Tnreviewing two Tecent map amendments to the’
~Comprehensive Warer: Suppr’y and Sewerage Plan (Water
- and Sewer Plan) located within the pump station sewershed, :

the County Councli raised its concern over the need for an

.- analysis of the capacity problem. The Montgomery County
o Department of . Environmental Protcctlon (MCDEP) and
- WSSC are smdymg at. the remaining capac1fy in these two

R provide . rehef for thc cho Branch trunk sewer, the

env:ronmental and . commumty zmpacts ‘associated with

“these projects will be. examined through the WSSC 5
: -facrhtres plannmg process. .

‘The WSSC is currcnﬁy undertakmg a major faclllty plan |

" ‘to address network capacity constraints within the Rock
" Creek - sewerage -basin. A’ possible option under
- consideration is the pumping of excess flows: from Rock

Creek over to the Cabin John Creek sewerage basin, If

selected, this option will have an impact on the extent and

timing of relief sewer. construcnon requlred mn the Cabnl _

-Io}:m Creek. basm

The WSSC Stmtegzc Sewemge Study (WSSC, 1993)7
identifies the Rock Run wastewater treatment plant as a

* -critical element for the region’s future sewage freatment
“needs in all'the alternatives considered in the study. A site”
~ for the séwage treatment plant has been designated and

documented in the 7980 Potomac Subregion Master Plan. - |
A study is underway to conduct a preliminary investigation

. - of influent/éffluent alternanves and environmental issues, to
- devélop planting and screening schemes and to deveicp a. -
: long~tcrrn 1mp1ementatlon schedule

_.Water ’I‘reatment

The WSSC Potomac water ﬁltratlon plant is located on" a

: River Road.  The plant’s water intakes are Jocated. in the
Potomac: River. immediately downstream of  the Watts
Branch. The plant provides almost.all of the commumty
water suppiy nceds for Montgomery County

in tecent yedrs, the Maryland Department of the o
Envirgnment (MDE) has expressed concerns about the

_release of solids filtered from the drinking water treatment.
* process into the Potomac River, -Earlier this yeat, - the

L WSSC and the MDE signed a’ consent agreement that

- includes provisions for separating the filter backwash and

- drschargmg it diréctly back to the Potornac River. The -

sewerage. systems to; allow the area to continue developmg _

as a receiving area for the Transfer. of Development Rights

:(TDR) program. . Should there be a need to enlarge the

cx:stmg Sandy. Branch wastewater pumplng station ‘or’

i

agreemenit ‘also has provisions for pumping, thickening,
- dewatering, and disposing of the sedimentation solids. The
- agreement includes a compliance schedule that requires the

WSSC to build the facilities necessary to comply with the

' conditions of the new pern‘nt w1th1n five ycars from the date -

of'i xssuance

The Potomac Rwer

“As the largest body of water in Montgomery County the
Potomac River i isa umque resource, The river’s watershed

+ is very large, covering portions of Permsylvania, Virginia,
T West Vn’gmra, Maryland, and all the Dlstnct of Columbia
- (Washington Metropolitan Council- of. Governments
- {WMCOG} 1987). -All the 68 square miiles of the Potomac

Subregion dram to the Potorac. Rlver yet the subregion -

‘M-NCPPC .~
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_Potomac Subregion Envirenmental Res'our'ces

" constitites- Iess than one percent of the total. w atershed of
the river.

Because the river is less sensmve 0 development than

the individual tributary watersheds - in. ‘the Potomac

Subregion, - the majority. of -this teport focuses on the

_conditions of the tributary watersheds However, the river

" has’ a definite infiuence on the plants and ammals that are

present in the Pozomac Subreglon

The" 1mportance of the tiver.is ev;denced by. the
o foilowing des;gnaﬁons :

S Area of Critical Staté _Concem {Maryland Office of . .

Planmng, 198 Z)

.  State Scemc Rlver (Mary_land Department of | .

' _\Iatural Resources, 1991)

. I\zomlnat!on for

Amencan : Herttage
_ -des%natmn (199’}’} :

Over the period 1977 to 1985, the Potomac River in the -
vicinity of the Potomac Subregion has experienced ..

' - improving. water quahty (using phospherus and nitrogen

© concentrations as a measure). (WMCOG 1987, MDE 1988)..

_The. water -quality of this section of the river was

" characterized as good it 1994 (Garrison 1994). Wastewater. .

treatiment and stormwater quality management instituted by
" local jurisdictions have been - credited “with these
improvements {(WMCOG 1987). The Countywide Stream

Protection Strategy does not report current data for the
.~ Potomac River.
" depicted-on the maps of major watersheds in the secnons of .

Sensitive areas adjoining the rtiver ‘are

_this chapter that {oilow

- The Po_tomac River several ;.milés cast of the Potomac |
" Subregion {in the: vicinity .of Litfle. Falls Dam), has an.

‘average annual discharge of 10,790 cubic feet per second
- and is the source of drinking water for the -cities: of
Washington; D.C; Rockville, MD; Fairfax, VA; and diffuse
areas served by the Washington  Suburban Sanitary

. Commission and the Fairfax County Water Authonty' '
- (James et ai 1993) '

- - The Potomac Rtver and the parklanci bordenng it prowde
- many ‘recreational oppomtmties

recréational - opportunities - including - picnicking - and
- birdwatching are available at Great Falls National Park.
Both parks are part of the National Park System and provide
- recreational opportunities for individuals who live in and

= outside ‘the Potomac Suhregxon I addition, the C&D_

_Canal National Histoncal Park and Great Falls National

' Park provide habitats for the highest concentration of rare,
threatened, and endangered species of plants and ammais m'

-1 \/Iontgomery Cotmty

River -

_ including © ‘boating,
_ canoeing/kayaking, fishing, wildlife observation, and hiking -
and biking along the towpath of the C&O Canal: Additional "

Trlbutary Watersheds of the
Potomac Subregmn

The“ma;or st:tea.ms _of the Potemac Subregxozl include

{fromi west 10 east) parts of Seneca Creek, Muddy Branch,
" and ‘Watts Branch, all Rock Run, snd parts of Cabin John
" Creck (see Figure 9). The headwater portions of Muddy .

Branch and Watts Branch are wholly contained in the
portion of the study area outside the Subregion. In addition,

- portions of the Cahin John headwaters are contained in the -

T 25

“.owned

- subwatershed (see Figure 11).
- category, aset of management tools is identified to address - -
© . the stream conditions and: anticipated levels of development.
- The management categories and tools provide a basis for
" targeting mteragency resources. to. address stream: quahty
. problems using a. focused, watershed approach. The
. - Appendix contains a detailed: descnpoon of ﬂ:te management
"categones from the CSPS

study area,. although other parts of the. watershed extend out .
g’ _of the study area east of I- 2’?0 ' : - .

The headwaters of the ma}or streams w;tinn the study

- area .are largely developed. . The lower portions of the .

‘streamis generally have less development and have steep-
- sided valleys and a wide floodplain. Many of the stream’
. valleys in the Potomac Subregion are-within parkland
government  and other

and regulated by
organizations (e.g., M-NCPPC, State of Maryland).

- Floodplain areas are largely undeveloped with the exception -

of utility lines.” Wetlands- are -often. present within the

'  fidodplain and may extend beyond floodplain boundaries.

- The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) as ..

'_part of the Counrywide Stream Protection Strategy (CSPS) -
. developed a biological monitoring program that assessed ali -
. County
. {MCDEP in- cooperatlon with. M-NCPPC, 1997)..
- conditions in streams of the Potomac: Subregion range from .
- goodto poor (see Figure 10). Based on these assessments -
-and ‘projections of potential development (with existing -

streams -according to the same- methodology _

zoning), management categories were assigned for €ach
For each management

:Lower Seneca

Watershed Character

AIthough tha Seneca Creek watershed COVErs 128 square'

N 'rmles, or 27 percent of Montgomery County, the drainage
- area ini the Potomac Subregion . is onlty -about nine square.
miles or 5,776 acres. “Seneca Creek is the largest watershed

wheily within the County. Due in part to the size of its
watershed, Seneca Creek_takes on the character of a small

- river as it approaches #s confluence with the' Potomac. For
purposes of this report, the portion of the Seneca Creek
‘watershed in the study atea is called Lower Seneca. '

o =
| MNCPRC
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: ‘watersheds in . the Potomac Subregion.

‘Potemac Subregion Eavirenmental Resources

" The. Lower Seneca watershed is- the most rurai of the

- landscape ‘is dominated by farm- fields ‘and woodlots,

~ punctuated. by large-lot developments. The stream valley,
.. whick is largely within Seneca Creek State Park, contains
' extensive areas of mature upland and ficodplain forests. .

' Imperviousness in the portion of the watershed in the
Potomac Subregion ranges from 4 to 11 percent (see Table
A-4  for detailed mformanon about subwatershed
nnpervmusness) : ' :

' .-Withm the Potomac Subregion, the Lower -Sen_e‘ca_.

watershed contains approximately 2,500 acres of forest (EA

The " roifing - '

and, fecai coliform decreased signjﬁcanﬂy Be'twéen_ 1985

: .:_ and 1987 (MDE 1988). ‘Data for subsequent years indicate
- -slightly elevated levels of TSS and fecal coliform (MDE

. 1991, 1994); but do not provide sufficient information to

“determine if the trend is increasing or decreasing. The :

improved water quality is evidenced by the reported health

‘of the .benthic macmmvertebrate commmunity. - Surveys
. completed over the years 1989- 1993 indicate good,

- unimpaired habitat with a moderately Jmpazred agquatic

'1997a). Upland forests are predominantly cak and hickory.”

Tulip poplar dominates on somg moist slopes and well-

drained bottomlands. Wetter portions of the stream valleys -

support stands of sycamiore, box elder, green ash,and red”

“maple. A significant stand of eastern hemlock, rare in

_ Montgomery County, occurs in the park just west of - -
 Berryville Road (see Figure. 5). This watershed has large -

mlfragmented stands of woodland that provide quality
: ‘habitat for various: wﬂdhfc spec:cs, mcludmg forest interior-
C dwelhng birds. :

Water Quallty

Current Conditwns . -

: 'I‘he Coungfmde Srream Pro!ectzon Srmtegy (CSPS) -

characterized the portion of Seneca Creek in the Potomac

. ‘Subregion as fair to good for stream habitat conditions -
_ Areas lower in. the: .
' watershed are in ‘better condition than ‘the ‘headwater -

sections draining urbanized areas of Shady Grove anci the .

~ (MCDEP 1997)(see Figure.:10).

'-.c;ty of Gattharsburg

The Appendlx contains 2 summm‘y ‘table ef past and'

o present water quahty momtormg (see Tabie A- 5)

| ':_'Historical.-n-ata

B commumty (MDE i992 1994).

) 'Interpretation of Trends '

- Water quahty mformatlon avallabie for the portiofi uf

' Scneca Creek in the Potomac Subregion mdzcates that from - ..
1977 through 1985, decreasing water quakity was -

documented based on total suspended sediment and fecal

- coliform (MDE 1988). Prior to this period; water quality-
‘was characterized as good even though all streams failed the
fecdl coliform standard at times (M-NCPPC 1976). There

T was msui‘ﬁcwm data LY cvaluate trends in stream- bxologlcal
o _resource condltmus : S

In 29?6 a cnncept plan contammg a: summary of water .

' quality information for Seneca Creek for 4 period ending in-
11972 presented an overview of water quality conditions in -

- the Seneca Creek watershed (M-NCPPC, 1976). The report
~ conchuded that Seneca Creck generally did not have water

- guality problems related to dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity; '

Sens:tlve Areas and Wet!ands

o 'Sensm_vq drcas are defined by the 1992 State Planning
. Act as streams and their buffer; 100-year floodplains; steep
slopes; and habitats of rare, threatened, and endangered

species, For the purposes of this report, wetlands are also

- considered sensitive areas and are included in the relevant
o :maps and tables. - Theseé features. gencraﬂy are contamed
~withiin the stream valleys and in Lower Seneca are: 1argeiy

thm parkland (see Figure 12)

We&ands are generaliy assoclated with the streams and

floodplains: in-the watershed, and may. extend beyond the

floodplain. -The Lower Seneca watershed. within the -

.. Potomac . Subregion has approxmmat,e!y 840 actes - of
Lo weﬂands (EA 199?3,) : :

. Accordmg to the 1981 Natwnai Wetland Inventory"

- {NWI) maps; the: doniinant wetland: types in the Lower
© Senece watershed within the Potomac Subregion are

- forested, emergent, and open water. wetlands Mostof the -

* temperature, nufrients (nitrates and phosphates), and '

- biochemical oxygen: ‘demand. However, the report indicated
- .. thatnone of the streams in the Seneca Creek watershed met
" the fecal cohform standard at all times.

From 1977 to 1985, ‘Seneca Creek experlenced a.

stahsﬂcaily significant trend of degrading water quality on
the basis of total suspended sotids (TSS) and fecal coliform
(Maryland: De:pamnent of the Environment [MDE] 1988).

This trend appears- t_o_ha_v_g stabilized, as the levels of TSS

" Hookers Branch; is' wholly within the study area.

* wetlands along the mamstem of Seneca Creek aré Iocated o
on State. parkiand ' : S :

Only one m_.ajo_r_._-uibatary'_'-_stream._m Seneca ‘Creek,
~The
Hookers: Branch subwatershed contains high-quality.

headwater wetlands, exceilent in-streamn habitat, large areas
of mature forest, and little fragmentation caused by mads

and utilities. Of ‘the four ‘wetland. assessment - groups -

- -evaluated in the Potomac ‘Waetlands Functional Assessment. -

28

Study, only two were -identified. ‘as - having wetlands-
: sufﬁc:lent for scormg :

~ M-NCPPC
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The headwaters. of the Tight and.left-fork of Hookers
" Branch contain extensive areas of emergent and forested

wetlands dominated by skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus.

- foetidus), jewelweed, arrow arum (Peltandra virginica),
“sedges,

spicebush. The wetland group HB1, headwater wetlands.on
~the right fork above Meadowspnng Road; was 1dent1ﬁed as
o d pnonty wetland . .

Floodplam associated with the mainstem of Seneca
- Creek in the planning area.is miostly contained within
and -estimated 100-year “floodplain - -
. - outside parkland includes arfeas associated with tributaries

" to the mainstem {¢.g. Hookers Branch), and land between

* River Road and the Potomac River i the v1c1n1ty of the

' parldand Known .

" Bretton Woods Country Club

- Detailed ﬂoedplam studtes of the Seneca Creek

_'wa‘tershed were conducted. in the fate 1970s and early

1980s." In a 1983 report, CH2M-Hill (a consultant to the M-

-NCPPC) identified a- niumber of structures: and roadway :

' crossings at risk of flooding and characterized the flooding

" problem: near the confluence of Senéca Creek with the

black ~willow (Salix nigra), red maple, .and

- agh, river bn‘eh white oak ‘hickories; American beech, red
. oak, dogwond, southern red oak (Quercus fa!cata) pm oak_ '
(Quercus pafusms) and musolewood )

Water Quallty

) .Current Condltlous

In 2996 in support of the CSPS study, the Montgomiery

- County Department of Environmentat Proteeuon monitored.

. four mainstem stations between River Road and MD 28. =

"The CSPS characterized the: biological stream condition of
*“Muddy Branch as fair in the city of Gaithersbiirg justnorth

of the Potomac Subregion, with good stream’ conditions

occurring within the- Potomac Subreglon {see Figure 10).

" 'The stream habitat condition mirrors the biological stream -

. con_dmon
" surmmarized in Table A-6.. Muddy Branch was included in
. the County s baseline monitoring in 1997 with-a watershed

Past .and- present water ‘quality studies are

report due to the Maryland Department of Envn‘onment in

o wmter, 1998.

"Potomac River as severe. The CH2M-Hill report confirmed. . -

the findings of an earlier study of Seneca Creek and Muddy

‘Branch (M-NCPPC 1976), which had 1dentzfied ﬂoocxmg L

_ prob]ems in the same vicinity-:

Muddy Branch

Watershed Character

. The Muddy Branoh wazershed is u:rbamzed in its ..
- headwaters and. subirban ‘and reral in ‘the Subregion.

" Substantial development occurs along the MD 28 corridor,
-~ as well as north of the Potomac Subregion in Gaithersburg.

A study of the 's&oath resource quality’ ftor fhe poftioilsof '

-~ Muddy Branch and its tributaries located in the city of =
. Gaithersburg concluded that of the 10 stations evaluated, 6 .
. scored fair, 2 scored good; and 2 scored poor (EQR 1996).
- The most significant feature limiting the quality of these."

o streams was identified. as uncentrolied. stormwater runoff

from pomons of the city of Gaithersburg deveioped priorto .

o 'the requnement for stormwater management controls N

Other portions of the watérshed, particularly in the southern

and western areas, temiain dominated by small farms and

large lots, retammg a mote rural character A szgmﬁoant _

. feature of this watershed is the amount of parkland present.
“These largely wooded areas contribute much to the rural

- feel of the watershed west of the PEPCO power-line right of

-way, and serve as home to deer, wild turi(ey, and countless

other birds, mammals, Ieptlles -and ainphibians, Larger' .

: forest bloeks shelter forest mtenondwellmg spei:les

o lmpervmusness-m the 'Muddy jB:ranch -watershed _rang_es
- from 5 1023 percent in the Potomac Subregion (seec Table
A-4 for  additional details about -subwatershed
unperwousness) Lo o

Approxzmately 2500 acres of forest ar¢ present in this

B watershed within the Potomac Subregion (EA 1997a); (see
Table 3 ). Most of this 15 relatively mature deciduous forest

B found in association with the' stream vaileys and adjacent -

'_-upiands Free species melude sycamore, red rnaple black

'_walnut box elder, \wﬂow tulip poplar, sycamore, green B

- -H_iStor;it_:ai D___at'a i

. In 1976, e'concep't' plan 'i)reseefed an overview of water

N _qua.lxty conditions in the Muddy Branch watershed (M-
" 'NCPPC 1976). -The plan contained a summary of water -
quality information for Muddy Branch for a period-ending . =
[in"1972.. The 1976 report concluded that Muddy Branch - -
.generally did not have water quality problems with

"dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity, -temperature, nutrients -

(nitrates and phosphates), or biochemical oxygen dernand.

. However, this report indicated that none of the streams in -
~ the. Muddy Branch watershed met the fecal colzform -
: standard at all tlmes :

: Benthlc maeromvertebrate samplmg performed by the

. Maryland Department of Natural Resources {DNR) in 1991
at two Jocations en Muddy Branch (Esworthy Road and

American Way) and Rich Branch, a tributary to Muddy -

" Brarnich (Rich Branch Court), vielded Hilsenhoff' Biotic
© Index (HBI) scores of- excellent good and -very good

e respeetzvely (Rwers, 1996). -

30

o Muddy Brar‘eh wis categonzed as havmg ummpalred
'stream -habitat -and a moderately ;mpacted ‘biolegical
. commumty { Maryland Departrr_lent of the Envnronment o

[MDE] 1993, Garrison 1994).

M-NCPPC .
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* ' Branch in the Potomac Subregron
parkland. “Known or probable 100- year fioodplain areas -

-Potomac Subregion:Envi-ronmentéI Resources

' .Sensit‘ive Areasan d':"We't'la'nds

Sensmve areas are deﬁ_ned bv the ]992 State Planmng '

-Act as streams and their buffers; 100-year. ﬂoodplams steep
slopes; and habitats of rare, threatened, and: endangered
species. For the purposes of this.report, wetlands also are

" .. considered sensitive areas and are included in the relevant

- maps and tables. These features generally are coniained

_ : wrthm the stream valleys and in the Muddy Branch- large
: por‘nons are w1th1n parkiand {see Figure 13). -

' The Muddy Braneh has approx1mately'7l9 acres. of

_locations ‘are depleted on the Water Resources Map of

_ Montgomery County (M NCPPC 1988)

Watts Braneh Marnstem

For purposes of this report the Watts Branch watershed

s divided into four major. subwatersheds (see Figure 9},

The Watts Branch mainstem is the Iargest flowing from the

_ city of Rackvilie to the Potomac River. ‘The Piney Branch,
".Greenbriar Branch, and Sandy Branch are larger tributaries

“that flow into the mainstem south and west of Glen. Road
' Descrlptlons of these subwatersheds begin.on p. 37

o wetland. areas within the Potomac Subregion (EA 19978).

The wetland areas in this watershed are often interrupted by.
* road crossings, - utility rrghts ofwway, and -sewer line’

- - easements.

"Fhe Nationa'l Wetland Inventory maps for this watershed
* depict forested, emergent, and open water wetlands ‘as the

- dominant wetland types. The wetland assessment groups of
- the Muddy Branch watershed range from broad wetlands

. with additional areas of forest cover to narrow wetiands. - -

" encroached upon by residential development and uttity
rights-of-way.. . Ten locations in the Muddy Branch
~ watershed were evaluated for wetland function. : The
- functional scores for the wetlands in the Muddy Branch
- watershéd range from low to high, with the exception of the
- groundwater dzscharge functzon which was in the moderate
- range. ‘The variable scores reflect differences in wetland
. size, dlvers:ty of wetland vegetation; adjacent land use and
other factors. -Three wetland assessment groups were
identified as priority wetlands based on the high compasite
' scores for aquatic and wildlife habitat. They. are:

_ .MB'l — m’ainster'n and tributaries of Muddy-
“Branch downstream of Damestown Road to .
" Rich Braneh :

L

. MB3 — mainstem gnd- tributaries of Muddy
- Branch east of Qumce Orehard Road to Turkey
: _Foot Road

MB 10— trlbutary east of Srgnal Tree Lane to
its eonﬂuence with the mamstem of Muddy _
-'-Braneh : :

Floodplain assocrated w1th the mamstem of Muddy
3 ‘contained within

‘outside parkland are. associated with tributaries to the

“mainstem, -and a-portion of the mainstem . ocutside the -

o Wat_ers-he‘d' :Char.acter

Watts Branch is a watershed in transition. ‘While much

of the northern and eastern parts of the watershed have been
.developed for a number of years, significant portions of the

- northern -and -central. watershed ' are currently under
- development . In addition, the large ng, Farm property in

_ the Watts Branch headwaters in the city of Rockville is also
-undergorng development

“The CSPS estimates that

imperviousness in the upper Watts Branch watershied ranges
- from 22 to 33 percent, indicating & fairly intense level of
. development - (see Appendix Table A-4 for detailed
:informatior: on zrnpen'lousness) This perticn of the Watts .
_ Branch watershed is beyond the boundaries of the Potomac
‘Subregion, but has an 1mpaet on the: stream. wrt.’mn the
" Subregion. :

Meanwhlle, the southern and western pomons of the

“watershed remain relatively undisturbed, featuring & mix of
* smial! farms and large-lot development that has remained

. formany years. -Current estimates: reported in the CSPSfor - -

subwatersheds in thrs area tange from 6 to 16 percent

= rrnpervrous

As in the Seneca Creek and Muddy Branch. basms,'-'
parkland is a central feature in the Watts Branch drainage

- area. ‘Watts Branch Stream Valley Park shelters the Watts
‘Branch ‘mainstem and associated resources within the

‘Potomac Subregion, Sensitive species of f plants and arumals
are protected within. tne park’s borders.

Potomac Subregicn between MD 28 and Great Seneca

 Highway.

CA detailed ﬂoodplam study of Muddy Braneh ldennﬁes
several flooding probiems located prrmarlly at roadway

crossmgs wrth the mamsfem (M NCPPC 19?6) The.
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There are approxnnately 3, 200 aeres of forest in the
Watts Branch.watershed within the Potomac thregron
These are predomlnantly deelduous forests, dommated by
oak tree - species: 1 the uplands ‘and by sycamore, tulip

_ _poplar and red maple in the. floodplains. - Forest interior
* . bird species occur in the lower part of the" Watts Branch

stream valley.

MNCPPC -
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Watts Branch Rapid Stream Assessment

Figure 14

Subregion Boundary
N Watezshed Boundary |
/\/ Major Roads - '
Stream As_'._sessment

L e . o L o /] No Streams.
05, 1 R e o =
T M S  EiNeDem
' ' ' ' Source:, Bwha!:utats Inc 1997
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Water Quahty
: -'Current Condltlons

: The Watts Branch mamstem mc%udmg areas 1cient1ﬁed
- in the Countywide Stream Protection Strategy as upper

" Watts Branch, middle Watts Branch, and- lower Watts

-Branch, is categorized as being in fair condition based on

© six water qualzty monltorlng statlons (MCDEP 1997) ( seée

' _ Flgure 1{})

In a study of Watts Branch using  the rapld ‘stream
: assessment sechmque {RSAT), Biohabitats; Inc. (1997) .
. - ..concluded that the" overall RSAT scores for each of the .
-+ catchments are in’the fair to good.range (see Figure 14).

" This was interpreted as eviderice of slight to moderate levels
of degradatlon “The sections of stream with the lowest -
ratings were in the most heavily deveioped pottions of the .

- watershed and included roadway crossings and reaches- that

" were piped or severely eroded. Measurements of physical
. and chemical parameters wese generally consastent w:th the -
o Maryland Use I-P dosngaanon ' ' :

A study of the’ pomon of - the headwaters for. Watts

- Branch upstream of Gude Drive was conducted as part of a
“large development project by Loiederman Associates (1996,

B 1897). The results of water quality sampling showed that -

- all the paramcters evaluated were within the normal ranges '

and that none exceeded the Use I-P limiits. However, the. -
cormnumty present was’ -

‘benthic macromvertebrate.
_ :categonzed a8 “poliutzoo tolerant,” meaning that SpéCleS
sensmve to poor water quahty were Iaot present

In 1997, a. study for the city of Rockvllle was conducted o

In 1990-1991, Maryland DNER (Gougeon 1990 Rwers '

' .'2991) and M- NCPPC (Van Ness, 1991) evaluated two-
 stations. in Watts Branch (Gregerscro{t Road and Wootton -
Mill Park), and two stations-in the lower portion of Piney .
Branch, Maryland DNR . concluded that these streams
-display. high ‘water quality and diverse benthic and fish
. assemblages, with Piney - Branch havmg higher water
. -quality, and habitat suitable for trout in several of the areas
 eviluated. - Field- netes : documented the - limitations of . -
" physical habitat. Sixtéen speciés of fish were recorded for -
-the Gregerscroft station on Watts Branch, 7 species for the - -

Wootton Mill Park station on Watts Branch, 17 speeles for -

. Piney Branch. upstream. of Glen Road, . and 9 spec1es in
- Pmey Braneh at Gien Mxil and Boswe[l Lane '

“In 1996, Watts Branch was monitored as part of the

: County s baseline monitoring progrém with 2 watershed
“report due to the Maryland Department of the: Envuonment
_mMazeh,1998 L o :

Based on maeromvertebrate sampies collected by

- Maryland DNR in- 1991 at two stations in Piney Branch
- ‘{Glen Road and Cutters Lane), a Hilsenhoff Biotic Index

(HBI) score represéntative of very' goad conditions was

“indicated.  Similar -results: were reported - for ‘samples -

- collected at two stations on the mainstem of Watts Branch
-'(at Gregerseroﬂ Road and Aintree: Court), although each of

“ these stations also had early spnog samples categonzed as

fair (R:vers 1996)

' In 1994 Watts Branch was categorized as heiémg '

uriimpaired  stream habitat but " a severely impacted

- -b1oioglcal commumty due to soborban runoﬂ' (Gamson

":(EA.1997b). A portion of this study included sampling fish -

-, and benthic macromvertebrates at seven stanons - Watts -

‘Branch and its tributaries in the headwater pottions of Watts

Branch (Scott Drive and upstream) The results of these B

sampling efforts were compated to référence streams

. identified by the Montgomery- County Department. of
. Environmental Protection. ' As a result, the seven stations
" -were categorized as having marginal 0 suboptimal habitat.
. conditions, with a poor macromvencbrate commumty and

2 fazr fish comumty (EA 199?1))

- H:storlcal Data .

~ The w’ater' quality of Watts Branch was characterized as
good in 1972 and excellent in 1973 (Gannett Fleming
Corddry and Carpenter 1975). based -on ‘Montgomery

I 994)

The Audobon Naturahst Soc:ety (ANS) conducted’
s!ream sampling at a station in Wats Branch (behind 10311

. Glen Road) and at a station in Piney Branch (bekind 11001

“Glen'Road) in 1994 and 1995. The results for streami” -
‘habitat quality for Wats Branch and Piney Branch were

* representative ‘of ‘habitat-in the marginat to- suboptimal

o Tange. -Similar. results were reportaed in 1996 and 1997 in -

samplmg efforts conducted by the ANS at three stations,

. one inthe lower Watts Branch, and two in the upper Watts
Branch at. Woodley Gardens and ‘at College Gardens.
" Stream “habitat scores ‘were categonzed as’ marginal,

- suboptimal, and suboptlmal respectrvely

*:County Department: of Environmental Protection data on

+ eight parameters, inchiding temperature; dissoived oxygen,

- pH, BOD, itrate, phosphate, turbidity, and fotal and fecal ~
" coliform. The lowest quality stream reach was the secoon_ -

: upstrea;n of Scott Dnve in Rockvﬂle

34

Montgomery County Department of Enwronmental

: -Protectzon mom‘orang (1996) of Watts Branch. stream
- “conditions ~in 1996 ‘indicates that - fish and benth:c -
_ communities are in- fair condmon in upper Watts Branch
'and nnproved In'the: downstream areas. '

: Interpretatlon of Trends

“While a conszderable amount of hlstoneal znformanon is
available on the Watts Branch watershed (see Appen_dm,

M-NCPPC-
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Table A-7), the existing data are niither uniform across the

 watershed nor sufficiently robust to support a generalized

_ characterization. of trends in stream condition. The
subwatersheds of -Watts ‘Branch . exhibit- non-uniform

characteristics that preciude extrapolating conclusions from-

" one area to another. Monitoring at first was . strictly -
~'chemical and physical. - Later, biological and habitat

" - moonitoring were developed to give a more accurate picture

. of the conditions. in the stream: for various plants and
- -animals. These two sampling methods are complcmentary
' '-but are not neccssan]y cornparable. - _

- In the early E970$ stream water quahty in the Watts'
_ Branch watershed was regarded as good to-excellent, except
“in portions:of Rockville, where presumably urbanization

- was having a negative effect (Gannett Fleming Corddry and

. Carpenter 1975). Water quality appeared to-decrease from
- excellent in 1976 to permissible until 1979, A water quality

_ data gap for 1979 to 1990 precludes a discussion of that
. period, but the trend of degrading water quality begmnmg _
in 1977 likely. continued. in the portions of Watts Branck

. ‘and its tributaries associated with urban development antil

the mid-1980s; when additional regulations fo _protect:
- $utface waters were adopted (e.g., Maryland stormwater

. regulations).- It is unlikely that such a trend of deégradation

" occurred in the portions of the Watts Branch watershed not
subjected to land development activities {¢.g., Jower Watts.

_-Branch and its tributaries and Piney Branch). Water quality
- .data for the penod 1991 through 1997 are within hormal .. =
. ranges, and it is likely that the existing trénd for: base ﬁow e
conditions -would - best -be- chamctcnzed a8 Stable ar' '

. mlprovmg

Bentblc macromveﬁebrate data COVEIs the penod 1991 -

- through 1997, but mo trend is evident. Generally the. -

. macromvertebrate data indicate stream conditions i in the ﬁilt .

.range whzcb ag:rees w1ﬁz the CSPS conclusmns

. F:shenes data for the upper reach of Warts Branch_
. .mclude_a survey from 1972, and 2 series of surveys from
- 1990 through 1997. Tt appears that this resource is ona.

" _.'degradmg trend, with taxa richness decreasing from 22

= species in the 1972-1974 penod to Jess than a dozen species

. in1997. However, many variables, such as sampling. |

. efforts, are not dccounted for and therefore a degrading
. trend may notbe representazwe of the enm'e Watzs Branch
' watershed ' . o '

S Stream habltat data for the permd 1993 thrnugh 1697
- are. insufficient to_ sup_port a char_a_ctenzau(_m qf any trend of
. the stieam babitat. These survey ‘methods have only

* recently ‘been deveioped and were, not conducted :

historically.
: SenSi-tive A-re'as and Weﬁanzds

Sensmve areas are. deﬂned by the 1992 State Plan.mng
. Act as strearmns and thett bmffers, IOO-year ﬂoodpiams staep

~ slopes; and habitats of rare, threatened, and endangered
+_ species. - For purposes of: this report, wetlands also are
* considered. sensitive areas and are included in the relevant

maps and tables. These featurés generaily are contained
within the stream valleys and in the Watts Branch mainstem

-are largely within parkland (see Figure 15). -

. Wetlands in this watershed are cioéély associated with
the strearn system, with- veral pools, seeps, and other areas =

of standing water present. Deciduous forestéd wetlands are
the predommant wetland type. Approxunately 1,075 acres

- of wetland areas are present in this watershed within the
. Potormnac Subreglcm (EA 19973) :

Wetiands along the Watts Branch mostly are locateé-'

- within parklands bordering the mainstem. The habitat value .
" of these wetlands varies depending on the width of the park
- and proximity to development. Wetlands adjacent to large
- fracts of forest-or- meadow have the highest habitat valne. -
- .Along the upper Watts Branch mainster are extensive
. forested wetlands and vernal pools; seasonally flooded.
. shallow: depressions that provide important habitat for . =
. breeding amphibians.. Along lower Watts Branch are -
_several large wet meadows with cattails, cinnamon fern -
" (Osmunda cm}zamomea), swaimp - milkweed {Asclepias
. incarnata),
- pceidentalis), asters, and goldenrod. The wetlands i this -
- watershed are oﬁ:en fragmented by the placement of utility
.-nghts-of-ways (e £, gas and elcctnc samtary sewer, etc) -

dogwood,  buttonbush . - (Cephalanthus

Twenty Iocanons in the Watts Branch watershed were

:;evaluatad for wetland function. .- Six were located on the
_;'mamstem of Watts ‘Branch, six -in thé Piney Branch -
~ subwatershed, one in the Sandy Branch subwate_rshed,_one o
* in the Stopey Creek subwatershed, three in the Greenbriar -
"+ Branch subwatershed and three in the Kilgour Branch™ = =
" . subwatershed. The functional scores for wetlands in the
.. Watts Branch 'watershed range from low to high, dependmg
- on the condition of" the wetlands in each assessmerit group.
- KBI, for example, in the upper reaches of Kﬂgour Branch, .
-~ has low scores due to' a piped stream channel and . -
- development that filled in the historic wetland. Three of -
.~ these wetland assesstnent groups were identified as priority
~ wetlands based on their high composite scores for aquatic
-~ and- wildlife habitat. These three Wetland assessment
- gmups are dcscnbed beiow (see Flgure 15) R

e ;PBI e two_ headwater mbutarles of Pmey -

Branch

S e 'GBZ - Greenbnar Branch south of Paiatme
- RoadtoGlenRoad o

LA GBB e West of Gien Road to conﬂuence wv:h
Sandy Branch : .

The wet]and arsas docmnem.ed by the M-NCPPC in tl'us o

watershed include forested, emergent, and open water .

© M-NCPPC
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. wetlands. ‘In-stream habitat associated with the forested,

" scrub-shrub, and emergent wetlands is moderately to

. severely stressed throughout the Watts Branch watershed. .

. Streambank erosion; downcutting within the chammel, tree - -

loss, extensive deposition, and heavy sediment loads were
‘observed durmg fieid mvestlgatwns '

K:*gour Branch St:eam Valley Park in the Kﬂgour

Branch subwatershed contains extensive areas of mature
~forest with masy large specimen trees. ‘Forested wetlands,
seasonally or permanently flooded, ate the predominant -

- wetland typé. These wetlands are dominated by red maple,
©_ sycamore, box elder, and spicebusk. - A large beaverdam . -
has flooded an area of willows.and red maples, creating a

1arge swamp and an excellent haintat for wﬂdhfe

o Fioodplam assocxatcd with the mamstsm of Watts o
. ‘Branch -and ‘its Kilgour Branch tributary is genmeralty
- contained within patk boundaries. However, most. of the .
" 100-year floodplain sssociated with the remaining
tributaries to Watts' Branch extends onto privately owned
. land. This includes Piney Branch, Sandy Branch, and_ '
"-'-_:GteanbnarBranch = .

Severa[ bndges 1ocated a]ong the mamtem may be -
.. impacted by the 100-year floodplain {Greenhom . and . -
© “(O’Mata, Tnc. 1978). These locations are depicted on the

. ‘Water Resources Map of Montgomery County (M-NCPPC
- .. 1988). Flooding : problems. in the vicinity of the Watts

- Branch crossmgs with Wootton Parkway and Glen Road.
* . ‘were noted in an earlier report focusing on’ storm Tunoff:
. pmblems (Gannett Fimmg Curddry and Carpemer 19‘75)

| Pmey Branch

Watershed Character

. The Pmay Branch isa developmg subwatershed within -
.the Watts Branch basin (see Figure 15).

conditions in Piney Branch have been determined to be of

-~ high quality. Inrécognition of these facts, Piney Branch has
S "heen-'desighatedaspecial'pmtectionarea (SPA;) LT
. Spacm] prowcﬁon areas have been des:gnated where_'

" “high quality or ‘sensitive water. resources and related:
- environmental features are threatened by proposed land uses

and a2’ higher level of protection .is needed (M-NCPPC

I-‘orests i thc Pmey Branch basin- are: generaily
asspc:ated _\_mih the stream channe! and ddjacent slopes and

‘The stream

. Developmcm in- these areas (s subject to-a -

R reqmremcnt to prepare a water quality plaxl, and to provxdc

- expanded wetland buffer widths, and expanded and’

‘accelerated forest conservation: reqmrements Cuorrent-

estimates of exmtmg fmperviousness i Piney Branch range
“From 616 10 percent ax:cm:dmg tothe CSPS (sae Appendlx

o Table A-4) . :

- mclude various oak species, sycarnores and tuhp poplars

{M-NCPPC 1997).

Water Quahty

' 'Current Condmons

- The Pmey Branch subwatcrshéd of Watts Branch is

-'categor:zed by.the CSPS as having water quality in the fair-

- to-good range (MCDEP 1997).  Piney Branch has lower
. quality stream conditions in the area around Glen Hill Local
‘Park. The entire watershed, with the exception of the
. uppermost reaches, was stressed by the droughts occurring

. in previous years as well as by Sediment. depasition from

- developments
- requirements were in force. With strict adherence to special -
. protection area requirements for new development, the E
_ ".'Pmey Branch should recover (Van Nass 1997)

K parameters

e ass_ess_mcn:_ abitat: )
. -concluded that the overall RSAT scores for-each of the
_ 'catchments is in tbe fa:tr-to-good range (see F1gure 14)

approved “before. special  protection

‘Ina study of Pmey Branch using the rapld siream'.
technique - (RSAT), Biohabitats (1997)

Hlstorxcai Data

Smce 1994 the Montgomery County Department of

-~ Environmental Protection has tonitored the Piney Branch
- ‘Special "

Protection . -~ Area - for- - fish, “benthic
macromvertebmtes, strear habitat, anci selected physical
Appendix - Table- A-7 contains ‘a. table

L sunmnanzing hxsmrscai and current water qnahty mammsrmg
ﬁ mformanon :

"'Actasstneanttsandthezrbuffers 100-year floodplaing; steep * |

Sensmve Areas aml ’Weﬂands

Sensztwe areas are deﬁned by fhie 19972 State Pianmng

: slopes and habitats of rare, threatened, and- endangered - o

species.. For the purposes of this report, wetlands also are

" considered sensitive areas and are included i in the relevant
-_-maps and tables. These features generally are_ contained
- within the stream valleys and inPiney Brarich are-Jargely

" outside parkland (see Figure 15). Floodplain associated

with Piney Branch extends onto- privately. owned -land.

" Protection of these areas relies on the implementation of the

 Environmental
: -regulauons

Gwdelmes and Caunty ﬂoodpiam

The headwa;ers of Piney Branch- ongmate frmn several :

- sprmgs and seeps south of Damestown Road, eventally

-~ flowing into two small streams, whlch form the right and -

left forks of “Piney Branch.
' (vadeveloped at the time of this survey) has high functional

" This headwater area

value for terrestrial and aquatic life provided by the streams,

: wetlands and forest and’ by the Iack of development 'I‘I:us
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area, wetland assessment group PB1, was identified as &
_prority wetland. Farther downstream, chains ‘of vernal

pools and small braided streams near or within the sewer - |

Tine right-of-way create excellent habitai near the Piney.
: _Branch mainstem. Within the more developed areas of the

Piney Branch watershed are farge wet meadows and -

- forested wetlands; dominated by catiails, rushes and sedges,

. orred maple and-ash. The wetland aréas in this watershed -

. are often mtemlpwd by road’ crossmgs utility rights-of-
T ways, and sewer line easements. “With the excéption of

L ;Glen Hiils: Pazk, floodplain associated Wlth I’mey Branch'

. extends onto pnvaﬁely owned Iand

- G Greenbrxar Branch

= is dommated by dwlduous specms, sper.:iﬂcaﬂy red- and-
o :'Whltc eaks Other free. spe(:les wzthm thls watershed mclude_

- E.____of the Greenbnar Braﬁch watczshed, the mﬂtxencc of theg__j -
- . serpentine soils-can be observed where post oak; blackjack . . -
o oak, and pltch pme become mgmﬁcant components af the.'-_ .

: ._'_--.'foresz B
Water Quai&ty

.=Curreut Comixtlcms

“The Greenbn&r anch mbutmy te Watts Bra:nch is

a '::':..idemlﬁed 111 the Counrywzde Stre‘am P‘rorer:tfozz Stmtegy as _ 'SHB dy Bran Ch

candruon (MCDEP 1997)

S ﬁSelisitivc Areas and Wetlands

Sensitivé areas are defined by the 1992 State Planping

_';-Ac:asstreams and their buffers; 100-year floodplains; steep
slopes; and habitats. of rare, threatened, and endangered

species, For the purposes: ‘of this report, wetlands also are

considered sensitive areas and are'included in the relevant =

maps and tables. These features generally are contained

- within the stream. vaileys and in Greenbriar Branch are .
Jargely outside. parkland (see Figure 15)..
* ‘associated with Greenbriar Branch extends onito privately
owned fand.- g
~ implementation ~of - ‘the - Enwmnmenm! Gmdefmes a:ad- '

- Floodplain

Protecuon of ‘these areas” relies: on the

- ;County ﬂoodplam reguianons

' The wetlaid areas w:thm ﬂ:us wateished are. generally' -

) closely assocrated with the stream valley, however, wetland | ._: : : '
- areas also occur outmde the ﬂaodplam Sever‘al seeps: and . '

.floedplam canopy and 8d330€']1t slﬂpes are dﬂmmated by

. and ammal mmmumnes that are presenz mcludc spe:::les' o : -'demdueus spscles -The undcmtm’y plmlts vary by lccatlon '

D _cons1dcrec: tﬁ ‘beTare. mthe rcglon and in S(}me cases rarein’
.theworld S R s o

B 'I'he headwaters ﬂfGreenbnarBranch once ongmaaed on_:" o

the land now occupied by ‘the Rockville Crushed- Stone'. L

T ' : ' o "~ Quarry. Rainwater that accumulates in the quarry now is
The natural vegetation of the G‘rrcenbnar Bz‘anch - pumped through aregulated discharge to the: Sandy Branch. .

s Greenbriar Branch now beging southwest of the power line ﬁ. § S

- crossing, whiers several seeps form long, braided channels. -

" These wetlands are dominated by red maple, red and white ~
- oak; and hickory. - The lower watershed contains two - -
. abanderied - farm po:_ads_ with standing ‘water containing -
“emergent plants. - Both ponds are surroinded by forested .
- wetlands. The wetland assessment areas GB2 and GB3 were
. designated as priority wetlands based on their high scores "
. for aq’uatlc and wﬂdhfe habm'tt (see Flgure 35) S

The wetiand ‘areas m tlus watershed are’ moderateiy"

tfragmented by road crossmgs, uﬁ}lty ]me nght&gf,way’ and_ :
. sewer ime easements -

1:1 a study of Gresnbnar Branch usmg the rapxd stream.' e

. "assessment techmque (RSAT), Bichabitats, Inc: }(1997)

* concluded that thie ma;onty of thie RSAT scores for each of

.watershed (see Figure 15).. This dramage basin has been_ SR
- rclatwely undevelopad with imperviouspess . ranging

" the catchments is in the good range with one catchment, the .~

: '.Hlstorical Data

_— Hxstcncai water - quahty mformation specxﬁc to- the '
. “Greenbriar Braxzch is not avalzabie . .

- .Greenbnar East. mbutary recenvmg a falr score. (see Flgure* -
B 14) o o

Watershed Character

Sandy Branch is parf of the 1arger Watss Branch' -:-

between six to nire percent (sée Appendix Table A:d).
Recent and curzent developmcnt is creatmg significant’ Co
-changes especially in the headwaters areas. . Serpentine. . -
. soils. cover. much of the area; ‘bringing with them ‘the
- limitations to development and changes {0 native vegetation

discussed in earlier sections. ~ The: forests of the Sandy

- Branch watershed, as with the Watts Branch watershed as a
 whele, are dominated by deciduous species, specifically red

_“and white oaks.  Other tree species within this watérshed
- include sycamore, tulip poplar, and red mapie. - o
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"As noted in the discussion of the Greenbriar Branch

- watershed the Rockville Crushed Stone Quarry discharges

to-the uppermost part of the Sandy Branch subwatershed..
- The flow in the Sandy Branch tributary nearest the quarry
s 51gmﬁcant1y influenced by the flow from the pumps

© . rather than normak raunfali events and greundwater '

) Wat_er Quahty._

B C‘_lrrent'.CQn'ditions' R

. - The Sandy Branch tributary to Watts Branch is separated
" in the Countywide Stream Protection Strategy report into
- ‘upper Sandy Branch and lower Sandy Branch.  Upper
. Sandy - Branch ‘is categorized as having’ fair streamm
" conditions; lower Sandy Branch eendxtmns are rated good
g (MCDEP 1997) L

; Hlsmncal Data

_ The water quahty of Sandy Braneh, a tributary to Wats
 Branch, was characterized as good in 1972 and'excellentin = .
1973 (Gannett Fleming Corddry and Carpenter 1975) based .-

. on. Montgomery. County Department of Environmental -

... 'Protection data on eight parameters, including temperature,

- dissolved oxygen, pH, BOD, nitrate; phosphate mrbldlty,
_aud tetal anci fecal cnhfonn ST

‘been filled for resuientml development, prior to State
' wetland regulatlons .

- ;Cabm John Creek

Watershed Character

- Located in the eastern portmn of the Potemac

-Subregxon Cabin John is the most developed watershed in

the Potomac Subregion (See. Figure 16). The headwaters of

~ 'this stream lie outside the Potomac Subregion, as do a
© nmber of tn"butary streams.’ Appmximately two-thirds of
' the watershed is more than 20 percent mmpervious, and

approxunately one-balf the watershed is more than .25

- percent impervious (MCDEP 1997). ‘Within the Potomac .

Subregion, levels of imperviousness in the Cabin John

o “Creek 1 range from 11 to27 percent (see Appendlx Table A-

R

Szreameondatmns in the Cabin Jol'm Creek watezshed are :

- typical of an urbanized area, including reduced baseflow, -

. increased chanuel flow velocities during ‘stormwater runoff .

‘Ina study of Sandy Branch usmg the rapld etream.

Seusmve Areas and Wetlands

. Sens;tzve areas are deﬁned by the 1992 State Plannmg o
‘Act as streams and their buffers; 100-year floodplains; steep
. slopes; and habitats of rare, threatened, and endangered
_ spécies, For the purposes of this report, wetlands also are -
_ considered sénsitive ateas and are included in the refevant
- maps and tables. These features generally are contained
~within the stream valleys and, in Sandy Branch, are largely . -
outside parkland (see Figurei5). Floodplain associated with .
- Sandy Branch generally extends onto privatély owned land.
- Proftection of these areas relies on the implemenitation of the
- Enwronmemal Gmdelmes and County
-regulanons .

ﬂoodplam

“The weﬂands in the Saudy Branch watershcd are forested

 Asiatic tearthumb (Polygonum perfoliatum) which has litde

: _'assessment technique (RSAT), Biohabitats, Inc. (1997)
. concluded that the overall RSAT scores. for each of the -
: catehruents isin the fair-to- good range (see Fxgure 14)

‘events, degraded water quahty, and - degtaded mstream- '
" habitat.”

Forests in the Cabm Io}m Creek Watershed melude a

combmanon of deciduous and coniferous/evergreen species.
" Tree species present.in this watershed include white oak,
* tulip poplar, American beech, red maple, white ash, box.
.- elder, white pine {Pinus strobus), pawpaw (dsimina
‘triloba), mountain - laurel, dogwood, - viburpumi, and. .
.. spicebush (Shosteck 1978) Approximately 1,800 acres of - -
" forest areas-are present in this watershed w;ﬂ:m the Potomac .
_.Snbregion (EA 199‘?a) ' o

Woodlaﬂd stands of any mgmfieant size present inthe

~ Cabin John Creek watershed. ocour primerily in the siream
*valley and on the adjacent slopes within parkland,

" Woodland plants and wildlife, including forest interior

" and inchide commumities of red maple, sycamore, tulip - -
‘poplar, and beech. Several small wetlands within -the R
floodplain are covered with invasive vegetation such as

dwelling species that require large stands of woodland are -

. found in these forests (see Figure 5). -

Water Qual:ty

Current Condmons o

Cabm John Creéek was momtored in 1996 aspartofthe .

_ County’s baseline memtenng program. The upper Cabin
“John Creek was described as in fair stream condition, Buck
- ‘Branch, Ken Branch, and Congressmnal Branch in- good
- condition; and the Deborah Drive tributary, lower Old Farm -

mbutary and Capital Beltway (1-495) Branch were found -

- -to be in-poor condition. The middle mamstem and lower .-

valge for wildlife. The headwaters of Sandy Branch have |

© beenpiped and the stream flows through concrete and grass
s swales Wetiands assocmted with these. headwaters have. '

' 39 :.:

mamstem are in fa]r condmon

. The '_'C'owet}wfde..‘j_'rrea_m-_Prp_tect_z'en SIrateg}:_' {DEP,
1997) categorizes Cabin John Creek as having degraded
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_'habxtat areas as a : result of uncoritrolled starmwater fmm :
" North Bethésda and Rockville. ‘Ovérall, the stream resource - -
- condition in Cabin John Creek is categorized as fair to poor.

" Inaddifion, the CSPS (1997) indicated several tributaries . -
.of Cabin Jolin Creek that appear ‘o be capable of -
supporting an improving fish community, indicating that the . -
-~ trend of resource degradation in Cabzn .T ohn Cre:ek may. be :
.reversmg Lo

T _Hlstoncal Data

A smdy pubhshed in. 1982 by CHZM Hlll concluded that o

N - Cabin John Creek consistently exceeded Maryland water
: quahty limits. fur fasal cohferm over' the penod 1971

' "suspcnded sednnent loads While thxs trend was, reported o
" it was not statistically. s;gmﬁcm (Mmyland Depm'tment of T

the Envxronment 2988)

- north. of Montose. Road. (Galli and: Trieu 1994) was - -
: _-conductsd as:ng the Rapld Str«cam Assessment Techmque R

_ number of réstoration cnncepts and site- spec;f c acnans '_ _
: -were :dmtxﬁcd and reconunmde_d, mcludn:g the removal of -

: Strsam survay work conducted by the Auduben :
“Naturalist Soticty at one station in Cabin Jehn Creek :-:
*(mainstem of cregk off Democracy Boulevard behind
- Locust Grove Nature Center) from 1994 to 1995 mdicatcd .
' stream habitat quahty was in the margmal to. suboptxmai
e range b L _

limited, with approximately six percent of the length of

" . Cabin John Creek categorized as severely eroded. Thirteen
denttﬁed and w1despread '

exposed ‘sewer lines were -

. ipvertebrate commumity . condition. . _
I recorsnended a number of restoration concepts and spemﬁc.
.stream reaches sultabie for restorat;on

channe} ‘degradation. (downcut'tm'g'), excess sedtment

. -deposition, and bar- formation were- observed in ‘other
. reaches. Barriers to ﬁsh movement were identified. Water

quality was generally fair to somewhat poor. The study

-indicated that Cabin John Creek and its tributaries generaily

had good riparian - ‘habitat” conditions, -and 'good. benthic
The study also

| '_Interpretatlon of Trends

The cncumstances our}med above, combmed with the B
fact that much of th:s watershed was developed without the

" -benefit of modern environmental regulations (MCDEP =~ =~ = .
1997}, pw\rldc aready explananon for the evident historic .
*  pattern of degraded aquatic tesources. The water quality of ©
- the basin fof the entite period of record: (smce 1971 has - -
- been plagued with fecal coliform levels in excess of .

““Matyland water. quality standards. In . addition, total - -

: ._compnsmg the headwater séctions. ~of Cabin John Creek e

'-charactenzed as hemg in fair. cendmon ‘due przmaniy o

- uncontro]}cd sturmwatermput from approx:mately 6{} te ?O B
T the Cabin John basm Is msufﬁc:ent for. evaluatmg trcnds in.

- the rasource

. -.RSAT ‘was conducted hctween 1992 and 1995 (Gaih etal. "

- 1996) with the conclusion that stream conditions were

- generally fair. Eight tributary and nine mainstem stations
‘had RSAT scores ranging from 140 31, with all but two of
 these scores in the fair range; and of the two scores outside

: t}ns range one was in the good range and one was in the’

' ‘poer range. The study repnrted that the stream habitat was .
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suspended sediments (TSS) have beéen an issue from the. .
- mid-1970s o the mid-1980s..” Baseflow water quality is

- reported to have improved gince the mid-1980s, but the
State. momtﬂrmg TEports {MDE 1991, 1994) ;eported high -
. ‘bacteria, - high rnutrients,: and - hlgh TSS whxch are
o charactenstxc. ofa degraded resource. '

Stream habrtat is not.a useful measu:e for comparmg

existing :stream conditions to historic stream conditions -
becduse this masmement was not a standazd part of stream. -
_ asses&ments pnor to about }988

The mfermatmn on the macromvertebrata cammumty in

I}a:a from ﬁsh samphng eﬂ’orts conducted as early as

. 1899 are: avaxkahle for this basin and indicate that fiom'the ..
- late. 1800s to the mid-1940s, a diverse assemblage of fish
~ was présent. #i1-this watershed. TFhirty years later Dietemarm
(1975). reported a’ Teduced diversity overall, with - -only
. pollution-tolerant species remaining in the mére developed
. portions of the watershed. More tecently, Galli'and Trien

{1993} documented 52 barriers to fish movement in-this -

- basin. Clearly; between the mid-1940s and mld 19703 thc >

mnd was one ef degradat:on
Sensntwe Areas and Wetlands

Scnsmve areas are, e defined by thc 1992 State Plannmg

Act as streams.and their buffers; 100-year ﬁoodpiams, steep

slopes .and habitats of rare,’ ‘thréatened, and esidangered -

. species. For the puxposes of this report, wetlands also.are
_considered sexsitive areas and are included in the relevant
.maps’ and tables. These features generally are contained

withint the stieam valieys and in the Cahin John Creek

:-malnstem are 1argely wzthm parkland (see Fzgure 16)

© M-NCPPC -~
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The wetlands of the Cabin John Creek watershed are _

‘generally associated with the channet. - The canopy of the
floodplain and the adjaeent slopcs is. dormna:ed by
decxduous species.

Although Cabin John Creek has been severely degraded

by -excessive stormwater flows, channel érosion,: and

. sedimentation, the surrounding’ parklands serve 2s habitat

- *“islands” within this densely developed area of the Potomac
* - Subregion.. Forested wetlands and vernal pools:are the most

*_common wetland types. ‘The wetlands are assoc13ted with
a canopy of red maple, tulip popla.r red oak and beech,

The understory plant spec1es vary by location.

'_Approxnnately 760 acres of wetland areas are present in this
' _:watershed mthm the ?otomac Subregion (EA 1997a)

Wetiand types that are mapped by’ Nat:lonal Wetland

' 'Inventory are dommated by forested, emergent, and open
-water wetland areas in this watershed. ‘Generally, the

wetland - assessment. groups ‘of the Cabin John Creek :
. -watershed - occurting in - parkiand represented the best -
wetland conditions in the watershed. Througheut the

" watershed, the forested canopy cover was interrupted by an

_overwide stream channel, a high-density network of -

- HHlL 19_-8'2)..'Th'_e ropor_t_ did inventory a mmber of locations
.where flooding of property, including houses, was likely to .
". oecur. The miost noteworthy. location within the -Potomac -

Subregion was the mainstem of Cabin John Creek and the

-Bull Run mbutary in the v1cu:uty of Braciley Boulevard

- “Rock Run

Watershed Character

Rock Run is -the oniy watershed ‘entirely w:thm the

" "Potomac Subregion with the exception of the very small
. tributaries that flow directly into the Potomac River (see

Figure 17). This watershed is noted for historic gold mining

-and & steep stream gradient. Evidence of the gold miming is
- still seen-in areas of Rock Run where the stream channel -

was blasted with dynamite. Toxic chemicals also may have

- been used to separate the gold from the parent ore matenal

Rock Run is 2 watershed Wlﬁl steep forested- siopes ._

. edj acent to forested floodplains. Approxunately 800 acres

" of forest areas are present in the watershed (EA 1997a).

perpendicular and parallel roads and utility: nghts«of«way, B '.

' and res;dentxalx‘commerclal development '

Eaght locanons in the Cabin Jo}:m Creek watershed were

.' evaluated for Wetland function,. one of which was Iucated

- in Buck Branch. The wetlands of the Cabin Johni Creek . -

- watershed generally received modorate-to-hlgh scores for

- the five wetland functions evaluated. Three of these

: wetland assessment groups were identified as pncrlty_
* - wetlands based on the high composite scores for aquatic and -
* wildlife habitat. The locations of thesé Wetiand assessment . © -

-groups dre hsted bciow (see thwe Eﬁ)

ce CR2e mamstem and tnbutanes of Cabm John
' Creek from PEPCO right-of-way ci(mfnstream to
: Democracy Boulevard. .

Tree species include tulip- poplar, box elder, sycamore, )

white oak, southem red oak, dogwood, and musclewood. -
: Vn'gxma pine, chestnut oak, black cherry, American beech,

red maple; and basswooci {Tilia americuna) are also present

‘(Shosteck 1978). - Some of the larger forest blocks may be
.~ capable of: supportmg forest mtcnor dwelhng bi:d spec;es

Although the vz}}age of Potomac is loca:ed in the

_ headwaters the Rock Run watershed has, to date, escaped
" many of the effects of wurbanization common in watersheds -

- developed years earlier (¢.g., Watts Branch and Cabin John |

s Cl6— tnbutary southeast of Newbr:dge Drwe 1o _: -

v conﬂuence with mamstem

s 'CJ? - mamstem and tnhutanes of Cabin John . o

_ Creek along south side of River Road to 1-495.

- Floodplam associated with the mamstem of Cabin John
. Creek and:its Buck Branch tributary is generally contained
" withiri park boundaries. Floodplain associated with the

" remaining tributaries to Cabin John Creek in the planning
-area extend onto pnvate fand. This includes Snakeden

' “Branch, Ken Branch Bogiey Branch,. and: other smai!-
'-'mbutarles :

" Areporton ﬂoodmg in the Cabzn John Creeic watershed"‘
-conciuded that currentiy it is not a serious probkem (CHJ!M—
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- Creek). ‘Much of the watershed is dominated by large lot
- subdivisions, with higher density residential development =
- interspersed, especially near the Village of Potomac and in’
“the southern portion of the watershed. Imperviousness in- - -

the Rock Run watershed is estimated by the CSPS. to be in

-the range of25 to 30 pereent

Water Quahty

Current Condltmns

The Countywide Srream Protection erategy (MCDEP

' 1997) indicates that the stream habitats in Rock Run are

g enerally good, due inpart to the forested cover remaining

“in and around the stream valleys of Rock Run. = The

macroinvertebrate community was identified as an indicator

"of some degree of impairment, based on low _population -

U levels.

. imp'axred because it does not attain the type of biological

communities that are indicated by its stream habitat. Upper

" Rock Runrhas-a poor overall resource condition; lower Rock
Run has 2 fair C{)llditl(}n overal] ' :

The CSPS concludes that the water quality- is

M-NCPPC -
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Hi‘stor-icel' Daita

A study. conducted by CH;zM-Hul (1932) concmded that

_Rack Run exceeded Maryland water quality: criteria for

" “fecal coliform in 1972, 1976, 1977, and 1979, while other
- monitored parameters {dissolved oxygen, temperature and
' -turbldlty) were within State standards, based on the

‘monitoring studies conducted by the Montgomery County

" Department of Environmentsl Protection, (Sec Appendix. .
‘Table A-9 for a summary of hxstoncal and cument water :

- quality. momtonng )

CA hab1tat assessment performed by ‘the Audubon

: :Natm'ahst Soc:iety at two stations. in Rock:Run in 1995 in
- the vicinity: of MacArthur Boulevard eharactenzed The

‘stream habltat as subupmnal to optlmal

_ A study ofa pmpnsed sewer crossmg in the vicinity of
'Caprz Place found a diverse and healthy benthlc oommumty-

- ona mbutary of Roek Run.-

- -'Interpretatlon of Trends

‘Lirtie mformanon is avaﬂahle to evaluate trends m

. stream conditions. Water quality monitoring results indicate . _
- that the fecal coliform standard frequently (i.e., 50 percent . ¥
- of the time) is. exceeded (CH2M-Hill 1982). The water -

* quality of Rock Run continues fo be a problem, as

- evidenced by the presence of good stream habitat but an

lmpalred mvertebrate commumty (MCDEP 1997)

-_ Habxfat condmons are charactemed as goed to exceiient' '
© for the 1995 to 1997 time framie; with no habitat data from-

-earlier periods. As presented above, the invertébrate

.community has been characterized as impaired oni the basm o

. of low mvertebrate populauon levels,.

" On'the basxs of fish collections from 1915 and 1974 ﬁsh' '

" diversity remained ‘excellent when fish diversity in other

' streams {e.g.,; Cabin John) was reduced. However, basedon -

-information presented in the 1996 CSPS, fish diversity has

. been reduced by approximately 50 percent from 1974 to the -
present, based on a record-of 21 species in 1915; 21 species -

in 1974; and 11 species in 1996. Such a decrease could
_ result from degraded water quality, or from unrelated
- samphng issues (reduced samphng effort, etc. )

Sensmve Areas and Wetlands

Sensitive areas are deﬁned by the . 1992 State Planning

' Actas streams and their buffers; 100-year ficodplains; steep
."slopes, and habltats of rare, threatened; and endangered

species. For the purposes of this report, wetlands also are

-considered sensitive areas and are included in the relevant

maps and tables. These featires generally are contained

- within the stream valleys and, in Rock Run, are largely .

outs1de parkland (see Figure 17). -

Approxunabe_ly- -42_5-&3133_ of wetland' areas are pres‘ezit in

- this watershed within the Potomac Subregion (EA 1997a),

. _-Forested wetlands, verna! pools, and small ponds are the

' most common wetland types ‘in this' watershed. The -

- wetlands occur near the mainstem and tributaries of Rock
‘Run or:at the base of steep slopes, where groundwater -
discharges form springs or seeps,. Wetland vegetation.
includes tuhp poplaz, sycamore, box elder, whlte oak,

: dogwood and mulnﬂora TOS€E. _

“The Rock Ru;z mamstem hasa relatwely steep. gradlent

; _when compared to. other surface waters in. the Potomac =
* Subregion. - Although this small watershed was developed - =
. prior to stormwater management regulat:ons, it includes - .
- parkland and golf course areas that reduce the adverse =
impact of excessive stormwater ﬂows on’ Weﬂands inthe -
: .watershed : o

Two gioups:of wetla.nds inthe Rc-ck Run watershed were. '_ o
- eval_uated for wetland function. Based on the scores. for
- these wetland assessment groups, it can be concluded that
- “the wetlands have furictional scorés in the moderate to good .~ -
*. 1ange. -Based -on the composite habitat score (sum of -
- aguatic'and wildlife habitat scores), RR.2 was 1dent1ﬁed as

a priority wetland area. This wetland assessment group
includes the mainstem and mbu!anes of Ruck Run from the.

o _confluence of Rock Run with the Potomac River upsueam' -
“to the wcmlty of Oaklyn Drxve -

Floodplam assocmfed with Rock Run is net all coutameci

_ -mthm parkland. About half the kriown' ﬂoodpl_am argas
_extend onto privately owned land. Several areas were-
"_;dennﬁed .as having 2 poientr.al for ﬂoodmg (CH2M—H111 RN
1982). Most of theses areas are located in the steep
“headwaters of Rock Run between Rlver Road and Falls
-Road: : . . .
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